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Chapter 1
Introduction
Emerging Adulthood
In the last several years there has been an increasing level of interest in the period of
development between adolescence and young adulthood, more specifically the period of
development from ages 18 through 25. After a considerable amount of research, Arnett (2000)
developed a theory that focused specifically on the emotional and behavioral progression of
individuals that fall into this age period. This theory, known as emerging adulthood, can be
described as “a distinct period” of development defined by such features as“identity
exploration”, “instability”, “feeling in-between”, “being self-focused” and “ possibilities”
(Arnett, 2004, p.8). During this period, individuals are more likely to separate from their family
of origin and begin to experiment with varying levels of independence. This type of separation
is most commonly seen during adolescents’ transition from high school to college, during which
time they are struggling to develop a sense of autonomy while establishing themselves into the
culture of college life. The transition to college is also a time for the emerging adult to develop
new peer groups, become involved in romantic relationships and experiment with different types
of risk-taking behaviors (Arnett, 2000).
Drinking Behaviors in Emerging Adulthood
Current literature suggests that the adoption of risk-taking behaviors typically increases
during the college years, particularly during the transition from adolescence to emerging
adulthood (Arnett, 2005; Bachman et al., 1997).

More specifically, statistics suggest that

excessive alcohol consumption by college students is a prevalent national issue that has led to a
number of negative and, at times, life threatening consequences. This problem has been so
severe that the United States Attorney General has been involved in the research of developing
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effective interventions, with the goal of decreasing college drinking by half by the year 2010, (
US Department of Health Services, 2000).

Unfortunately, college drinking has long been an

issue for concern, and current statistics suggest that we have a long way to go before we achieve
that goal. For example, research conducted by Hingson et al. (2005) on college risk-taking
behaviors found that “approximately 1,700 college students ranging in age from 18-24 die each
year from alcohol-related unintentional injuries”, and “599,000 students between the ages of 1824 are unintentionally injured under the influence of alcohol” (p.260 ). Hingson et al. (2005)
also found that “100,000 students between the ages of 18 and 24 have had unprotected sex while
under the influence of alcohol” (p.260 ).

Another study conducted by Wechsler et al. (2002)

found that approximately 25 percent of college students have reported negative academic
consequences from drinking alcohol, including skipping classes, performing poorly on papers
and exams, and receiving lower grades.
Based on the previously mentioned statistics it is evident that alcohol consumption is of
great concern on college campuses. A common practice is binge drinking, which can be defined
as the consumption of four alcohol beverages in a row for females, and five alcohol beverages in
a row for males (Wechsler et al. 2000). One study conducted by Vik et al. (2000) found that as
many as 84.2% of college students reported a binge drinking episode in the last 90 days, while a
similar study conducted by Wechsler et al. (2000) found that 44% of college students reported a
binge drinking episode in the last two weeks. A longitudinal study conducted by the Harvard
School of Public Health sampled 140 college campuses across the United States four times
between 1993-2001 to obtain information about student alcohol consumption.

What they

foundwas that 44% of the sampled college population fell into the category of binge drinking,
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and that these same individuals were responsible for 91% of alcoholic drinks consumed by
college students.
Another critical study that examined alcohol and drug abuse in students is Monitoring the
Future, an ongoing longitudinal study conducted by the University of Michigan. Initial data
collected from the study examined alcohol and drug use of high school seniors, and follow-up
data from the participants sampled in the years following graduation is analyzed, providing
annual rates of college student alcohol and drug use. Results from the 2006 survey found an
86.6% lifetime prevalence of alcohol use for college students. Eighty-three percent of these
students had consumed alcohol in the previous year, with 67.9% reporting use within the 30 days
prior to the survey (Johnston, O'Malley, Bachman, &Schulenberg, 2006).
Research done on college drinking has also examined the role that gender plays in the
adoption of drinking behaviors.

For example, one study conducted by Weschler et al. (1995)

examined the relationship between the amount of alcohol used and the incidents of alcoholrelated issues among male and female college students. Results from this study found that
women require less alcohol (four drinks in a row) than men to be placed in the category of
“binge drinker” but are likely to experience the same drinking-related problems as men. A
similar study by White et al. (2006) found that males were more likely to engage in drinking on
college campuses (1 out of 5) than were females (1 out of 10), and that men consumed more
alcohol (10+ drinks) than did females (8+ drinks) in a two week time frame.
Similar to the previously mentioned studies, a great deal of the literature on gender
differences in college drinking has focused primarily on the frequency and quantity of alcohol
consumed by male verses female students, typically with the goal of obtaining a more clear
definition of what constitutes the term “binge drinking” (Weschler et al., 1995). In other words,

vii

4

it appears that the attention given in much of the research thus far to gender differences has been
pertaining to quantifying factors (i.e., number of drinks before a male vs. female is intoxicated)
without much exploration into gender patterns with more depth. This is of concern due to the fact
that a select number of studies that did examine gender differences found significance in the role
that gender plays relative to drinking behaviors, which is of critical importance when designing
and implementing preventative interventions. One such study by Nolan-Hoeksema et al. (2002)
examined specific correlates of alcohol use and depressive symptoms as related to drinking
behaviors in males and females. Results from this study found that motivation for drinking, such
as using alcohol to cope with life stressors or to achieve “feeling high”, is a stronger correlate of
alcohol related problems among males, while symptoms of depression are a more relevant
correlate of alcohol related problems among females. Another study by Randolph et al. (2009)
investigated the role of gender and ethnicity in the relationship between alcohol consumption and
risky sexual behavior. Results from this study indicated African-American women endorsed
lower alcohol expectancies and alcohol use when compared to both males and females of other
ethnic groups. It was also found that males who were older in age engaged in more frequent
binge drinking and had more sexual partners than females.
Theoretical Framework
Despite the significance of gender in college drinking, few studies have examined
intrapersonal and interpersonal factors that contribute to college binge drinking in males and
females separately.

Both intrapersonal factors, defined as internal factors that influence a

person’s decision making, and interpersonal factors, defined as external factors within an
person’s life-space that influence decision making, are of crucial importance during emerging
adulthood. Not only are these factors important when examined separately, but their combined
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effects are also of importance. However, studies that have looked at interpersonal factors, such
as family and peer influence, are focused exclusively on social predictors of college binge
drinking and fail to examine the various cognitive predictors, while other studies focus on
cognitive predictors and do not take into account the various social influences that exist for
college students. While it is important to consider the independent influences of such factors,
there is also a great deal of benefit that can be gained from examining the relationship between
these factors.
An ecological framework exemplifies why this is true, and such a perspective can be used
to conceptualize potential gender patterns in binge drinking according to the Bioecological
Systems Theory (EST; Bronfenbrenner, 1977).

This theory posits that as humans we are

significantly impacted by the environment which surrounds us, and that our environment is made
up of complex layers. Interactions within and between the various factors that make up these
layers are thought to influence an individual’s development. This theory suggests that these
layers, which translate into five systems, exist both individually and interdependently. The
proposed study will focus primarily on the first two systems; microsystem and mesosystem. The
microsystem can be defined as the layer that is closest to the individual and contains elements
with which the individual has direct contact.

Within the microsystem can be found such

elements as individual cognitions, and interactions with peers and family, all of which have the
potential to influence the behaviors an individual chooses to engage in. In addition to the
importance of the various elements found within a microsystem, the setting with which these
interactions take place also plays a crucial role in bioecological systems theory. The setting can
be defined as “a place with particular physical features in which the participants engage in
particular activities in particular roles for given periods of time” (Brim, 1975). For example,
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individuals attending college consistently interact with their environment (i.e., college campus,
peers, faculty, etc.) while in the role of student for a given period of time (four years on average).
The mesosytem can be defined as relations or connections between microsystems, in which
events that occur within one microsystem potentially impact another microsystem. For example,
an individual who is exposed to strict rules regarding alcohol use by their parents within their
family microsystem may have a difficult time at school in which the campus culture deems
alcohol consumption an acceptable form of socialization. Literature on the various contributors
to college binge drinking is explored in the following sections.
Interpersonal Factors
Modeling. The process of transitioning to college life is already a time of increased
stress and emotional lability, during which time students must form support systems outside of
the family. Research suggests that during this time students tend to adopt peer groups as a means
of coping with the transition, relying less on guidance from parents and family members. During
this transition to the college environment students often become influenced by the actual or
perceived behaviors of their peer groups (Hannum et al., 2004).

One evidence-based

explanation for the importance of peer group influences on individual behavior can be
demonstrated through the framework of Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1986) and the
concept of modeling. The modeling of peer drinking plays a key factor in personal alcohol
consumption due to the fact that peers are both salient and readily available models in the college
environment (Lau et al., 1990). A comprehensive review of modeling research found that
overall participants exposed to heavy drinking models consumed more alcohol than those
exposed to light drinking models or no models at all (Borsari et al., 2001).
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Descriptive norms. While modeling provides evidence of a relationship between peer
group drinking behaviors and individual drinking behavior, research suggests that increases in
student alcohol consumption may also be related to biased perceptions of overall drinking norms
(Ham et al., 2003). More specifically, college students’ perceptions of peer drinking, also
referred to as descriptive norms, is one factor that research suggests influences the drinking
pattern of college students. A college environment in which excessive drinking is not only
encouraged but perceived by peer groups as normative and positive tends to increase the
percentage of heavy drinkers in that group when compared to peer groups in which excessive
drinking is not encouraged. A study conducted by Martin et al. (1995) found that students who
associate with more friends who drink excessively tended to consume more alcohol than those
students who associate with fewer friends who drank. Another study conducted by Reis et al.
(2000) examined factors that are predictive of student drinking in a large representative sample
of college students. While a number of significant influences such as drinking patterns in high
school and alcohol expectancies were examined in this study, results indicated peer drinking
norms to be the strongest predictor of student alcohol consumption.
Injunctive norms. College students’ perceived acceptability of drinking behaviors by
their peer group and/or parents, referred to as injunctive norms, has also been found to be a
critical factor in the development of drinking behaviors in college. One study conducted by
Perkins (2002) found that college students’ own consumption of alcohol was more heavily
influenced by associations with peers who approved of excessive alcohol consumption than by
other variables such as age, year in school and number of close friends. Research has also found
that college students have a tendency to overestimate the frequency and quantity of their peers’
alcohol consumption, suggesting that many college students not only perceive that drinking is
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accepted by their peer group, but that excessive drinking is considered to be the norm (Borsari et
al., 2003).
Another study by Boyle et al. (2006) examined the relationship between students’
perceptions of parental approval of drinking (injunctive norms) and problem drinking
occurrence.

Results indicated that perceived parental approval of drinking occurred in

approximately one third of the students sampled and was significantly associated with those
students experiencing drinking related problems. More specifically, perception of the mother’s
approval of drinking was more strongly associated with alcohol consumption and related
problems than perception of the father’s approval of drinking.
Gender differences have also been noted when examining the role of injunctive norms in
alcohol consumption. A study by Talbott et al. (2008) examined drinking likelihood, alcohol
problems and peer influence in first-year college students who resided on campus. Results found
that male students were more likely than females to indicate that peers influence their alcohol
consumption in a number of social settings. In addition, students’ perceptions of heavy drinking
among friends was positively associated with the number of days spent drinking in the previous
month.
Parental monitoring. Research over the years has supported the notion that parents play
a crucial role in their child’s socialization and development (Avolio, 2009). According to
Bandura (1980) the development of important socio-cognitive elements are partially dependent
upon the observation of certain behaviors by key figures in a child’s life (i.e., parents). As a
result, a number of studies have examined how parents impact the various stages of child
development, paying considerable attention to the transition from adolescence into young
adulthood. One area of particular interest is the role that parents play in the development of
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drinking behaviors in college students (Abar&Turrisi, 2008). More specifically, such factors as
parental control/monitoringduring middle and high school and parental approval of student
alcohol consumption in high school have been found to influence drinking behaviors in college
students.
Studies that examined the role of parental monitoring in college drinking behaviors have
looked at the importance of such elements as parental supervision and behavioral control during
the middle and high school years. Research has found that such elements have been linked to a
decreased risk of both adolescent behavior problems (Pettit, Laird, Dodge, Bates, &Criss, 2001;
Diclemente, Wingwood, Crosby, Sionean, Cobb, Harrington, Davies, Hook & Oh, 2001), and
adolescent alcohol and substance abuse (Steinberg, Fletcher & Darling, 1994; Webb, Bray, Getz
& Adams, 2002). The concept of parental monitoring is defined by Dishion& McMahon (1998)
as “a set of correlated parenting behaviors involving attention to and tracking of the child’s
whereabouts, activities and adaptations” (p.61).

This pattern of monitoring appears to serve a

kind of protective effect on adolescents. The longevity of this effect has been studied some.
One study conducted by White et al. (2006) examined the effects of specific protective factors,
including parental monitoring, on the drinking behaviors of individuals transitioning from high
school to college. It was found that parental monitoring had a direct protective effect on the
increase of alcohol consumption in college students, and that the influence of parental
monitoring in adolescence (i.e., high school) is likely to maintain its hold through emerging
adulthood. In other words, parents who monitor their child’s activities and set limits in early
adolescence are more likely to influence the adoption of pro-social behaviors by their children,
which serves as a protective factor in regard to substance abuse behaviors.
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Similarly, a longitudinal study conducted by Barnes et al. (2006) examined the effects
that parental monitoring and peer deviance had on the development of alcohol use and substance
abuse in early adolescence and then again in emerging adulthood. Results found that increases in
parental monitoring in early adolescence (participants aged 13-16) lead to lower initial levels of
heavy use, and that these effects were maintained five years later (participants aged 18-22).
These results, similar to the previous study, support the idea that early parental monitoring serves
as a protective factor for the development of drinking behaviors and has the ability to maintain
these effects.
In regard to gender, a study by Patock-Peckham et al. (2011) examined gender specific
parental influences as they relate alcohol consumption in emerging adults. Results from this
study found that for females, perceptions of a permissive father were indirectly linked to more
alcohol-related problems through lower levels of monitoring by fathers. Perceptions of an
authoritative father were also indirectly linked to fewer impulsive symptoms through higher
levels of monitoring by fathers among daughters. For males, perceptions of a permissive mother
were indirectly linked to more alcohol-related problems through lower levels of monitoring by
mothers. Perceptions of mother authoritativeness were indirectly linked to fewer alcohol-related
problems through more monitoring by mothers.
Intrapersonal Factors
Research has found that in addition to social factors (i.e., peers, family), cognitive factors
play a key role in the development of drinking behaviors in college students. The literature also
suggests that while various domains of alcohol related cognitions share common variance, some
factors have been found to have a greater predictive value than others (Greenfield et al., 2009).
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Two of the more influential factors, alcohol expectancies and drinking values, will be discussed
in detail.
Positive and negative alcohol expectancies.

Jones et al. (2001) defined alcohol

expectancies as “structures in long-term memory that have an impact on cognitive processes
governing current and future consumption” (p.59). More specifically, alcohol expectancies are
the beliefs that individuals possess about the behavioral, cognitive and emotional effects of
drinking alcohol (Sher et al., 1996).

According to Alcohol Expectancy Outcome Theory,

individuals consume alcohol in order to obtain a certain effect. Individuals that possess high
positive expectancies (i.e., enhanced social functioning) and low negative expectancies (i.e.,
physical/cognitive impairment) are more likely to increase their level of alcohol consumption
(Jones et al., 2001).

Conversely, those individuals that possess low positive expectancies and

high negative expectancies are less likely to engage indrinking behaviors.
One study by Carey (1995) examined the ability of alcohol expectancies to predict
drinking behaviors in one hundred forty college undergraduates. Results found that expectations
of global positive change predicted the maximum daily quantity of alcohol consumed, whereas
sexual enhancement expectancies predicted frequency of intoxication. A similar study by
Lundahl et al. (1997) examined the effects of gender, age and family history on the alcohol
expectancies of college students. It was found that females over the age of 20 that endorsed a
positive family history of alcohol related issues reported stronger expectancies of social and
physical pleasure, and lower expectancies of global positive effects compared to all other
subjects.
A study by Lewis et al. (2000) examined the impact that alcohol expectancies and social
deficits have on alcohol consumption in college undergraduates. They determined that those
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individuals labeled in the study as problem drinkers held more positive alcohol expectancies than
non-problem drinkers. More specifically, it was found that problem drinkers expected more
arousal, sexual enhancement, improvements in cognitive and motor abilities, global positive
change, improvements in social behavior, and relaxation and tension reduction as a result of
drinking than non-problem drinkers.
Drinking motives. Recent literature suggests that there is a distinct difference between
alcohol expectancies and drinking motives, with research supporting the idea that drinking
motives are more closely associated with drinking behaviors than alcohol expectancies (Cronin,
1997). Drinking motives refers to the assumption that individuals drink in order to attain specific
valued outcomes, and that drinking behaviors are motivated by a variety of needs and serve
various functions for the individual (Cooper, 1994; Cox &Kilnger, 1988). For example students
who suffer from social anxiety and depression may engage in drinking behaviors as a way to
alleviate these feelings, thereby utilizing alcohol as a coping motive.
Kuntsche et al. (2005) examined drinking motives in adolescents and young adults by
conducting a review of the literature over the last 15 years.

It was determined that social

motives were associated with moderate alcohol consumption, enhancement motives with heavy
alcohol consumption, and coping motives with alcohol related problems. Rutledge et al. (2001)
conducted a longitudinal study that examined the relationship between stress and heavy drinking
while using tension-reduction drinking motives and gender as moderating factors.

Results

indicated that while the relationship between tension reduction drinking motives and alcohol
consumption was similar for both genders initially, over the years tension reduction drinking
motives became a stronger predictor of heavy alcohol consumption in males than in females.
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Limitations of Past Research and Purpose of Proposed Study
In order to implement appropriate interventions to addresscollege drinking behaviors it is
necessary to examine the various factors that can potentially impact a student’s decision to
engage in such behaviors. By examining social factors, such as peer and family influence, and
cognitive predictors simultaneously, the individual and combined or additive contributions of
these factors related to alcohol consumption in college students can be studied. In addition, it is
important to examine gender as a variable to determine if there are varying patterns in these
relations for each gender.
As mentioned previously, limitations of both past and current research on college binge
drinking reveal that there is a lack of focus on the combined effects of both social and cognitive
predictors, despite that they are comingled, and there is especially limited information regarding
whether drinking behaviors vary by gender. The overarching purpose of the proposed study is
twofold: to examine the relations between college drinking and a variety of intrapersonal and
interpersonal variables such as peer influence, family influence and individual cognitive factors,
and to examine whether there exist significant gender differences in these variables as they relate
to college drinking. The specific research questions are:
1. What are the individual contributions of social variables (peer modeling, descriptive
norms, injunctive norms, parental monitoring) in explaining variance in college drinking?
2. What are the individual contributions of cognitive variables (positive/negative outcome
expectancies, drinking norms) in explaining college drinking?
3. What are the combined contributions of peer, family, and cognitive factors in explaining
variance in college drinking?
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4. Do social factors (i.e., family and peer) mediate the relations between cognitive factors
and college drinking?
5. Do these patterns vary for each gender?
It is expected that cognitive factors, such as alcohol expectancies and drinking motives, will
have a significant impact on the adoption of college drinking behaviors initially, but that these
variables have the potential to be mediated by social factors such as peer and family influence.
More specifically, an individual may demonstrate positive alcohol expectancies by thinking that
drinking alcohol will make them more social, however if their peer group does not engage in
such behaviors it is less likely that will adopt and/or continue drinking behaviors. It is also
expected that these patterns will vary for males and females.
Significance of the Study
Literature suggests that alcohol consumption by college studentsand its related
consequences is one of the most serious problems plaguing college campuses across the country.
Research has found that frequent alcohol consumption has the ability to negatively impact
college students’ academic performance, social relationships and health. In addition, only a
limited number of studies have attempted to examine, and find support for, gender differences in
drinking behaviors among college students.

In order to design and implement effective

techniques for the prevention and treatment of college drinking behaviors on college campuses, it
is necessary to understand both the interpersonal and intrapersonal factors that influence these
behaviors, as well as how these behaviors are mediated by gender. More specifically, specific
prevention strategies may be more successful at targeting male college students as opposed to
female college students, and vice versa.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
Emerging Adulthood
Emerging adulthood has been widely accepted as a distinct developmental period since
its proposed inception by Arnett in 2000. Emerging adulthood is a life stage that encompasses
individuals aged 18-25 and can be categorized as a period of transition whereby an individual
begins taking responsibility for themselves, making their own decisions and taking on financial
responsibilities independently of their parents, (Arnett, 2000).

During this time frame

individuals undergo identity exploration in various areas of their lives, including school, work
and love. The vast majority of students enrolled in colleges and universities throughout the
United States and other countries can be considered emerging adults, although there is a great
deal of diversity among these individuals. Emerging adults generally pursue higher education in
a non-linear fashion, with most being enrolled in classes as well as working either part-time or
full-time, which can mean periods of nonattendance (Arnett, 2000). These individuals are faced
with the challenge of navigating their educational future while attempting to gain financial
independence and establish their own beliefs and values.
According to research, an important area for exploration is the adoption of risk taking
behaviors during emerging adulthood. Literature suggests that college is a time where emerging
adults are able to explore certain risky behaviors, such as substance abuse, alcohol consumption,
and unprotected sexual activity without as much parental interference as they would have
experienced in adolescence (Dworkin, 2005).
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Drinking Behaviors in Emerging Adulthood
A study conducted by Johnston et al. (2001) found that the age period from 19 to 24 is
linked with the highest prevalence of periodic heavy alcohol consumption during the life
span.Current literature on alcohol statistics also suggests that alcohol consumption in college
aged students has become a matter of national concern due to the impeding negative
consequences that have been reported on a number of college campuses. Despite the harmful
effects, drinking on college campuses appears to be on the rise, with current statistics reporting
that approximately 73 percent of college students admit to drinking “occasionally”, (Core
Institute, 2008). In addition, the Centers for Disease Control have reported that in 2010 one in
four young adults, ages 18-34, engage in binge drinking (i.e., drink four or more alcoholic
beverages in the span of a few hours). More specifically, research conducted by Hingson et al.
(2009) on college risk-taking behaviors found that approximately 1,700 college students ranging
in age from 18-24 die each year from alcohol-related unintentional injuries, and 599,000 students
between the ages of 18-24 are unintentionally injured under the influence of alcohol. Hingson et
al. (2002) also found that 100,000 students between the ages of 18 and 24 have had unprotected
sex while under the influence of alcohol.
One of the most comprehensive studies on alcohol consumption by college students was
conducted by Wechsler et al. (2001) in conjunction with the Harvard School of Public Health.
The study surveyed students at a nationally representative sample of 4-yearcolleges in the United
States four times between in 1993 and 2001, with more than 50,000 students and 120 colleges
taking part in the study.The primary purpose of this study was to learn moreabout the type of
drinking college students engage in andthe ensuing consequences for both themselves and
thosearound them. The results from the first of four studies in 1993 indicated that approximately
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44 percent of college students attending a 4-year college in the United States drank at a level that
constituted binge drinking (four consecutive alcoholic beverages for females and five
consecutive alcoholic beverages for males). The study also indicated that those individuals that
engaged in drinking behaviors were more likely to experience problems, such as “unintentional
injury, sexual assault, and a decline in academic performance”, (Weschler et al., 2000). Over the
course of the next three studies (1993-2001) it was found that minimal changes occurred in
student binge drinking.

More specifically, the rate of 44 percent had remained relatively

constant.
Wechsler et al. (2002) conducted further research in order to emphasize the increasing
prevalence and negative consequences of alcohol consumption among college students ages 18
through 24. Data for the study was gathered previously during the College Alcohol Study
(1999), which included self-report assessments that determined the students’ patterns of alcohol
and drug use in addition to questions that assessed alcohol-related health risks and problem
behaviors. In addition, the study included a questionnaire designed to indicate DSM-IV criteria
for a diagnosis of alcohol abuse or dependence (based on self-report) during the year prior to the
survey. Results found that 30% of the students sampled reported one or more symptoms of
alcohol abuse, and more that 40% reported one or more symptoms of either abuse or
dependence, (Wechsler et al., 2002).
Another important study that has gained nationwide recognition is Monitoring The
Future, a longitudinal study that examines the behaviors, attitudes and values of students ranging
from secondary school students through college and young adults. This study, beginning in
1975, was implemented by the National Institute on Drug Abuse in collaboration with the
University of Michigan Survey Research Center, and is a recurring series of surveys in which the
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same sector of the population (8th, 10th, and 12th graders; college students; and young adults)
are given same set of questions over a period of years to see how answers change over time.
Results from the 2011 survey indicated that 36% of college students and 37% of young adults
reported drinking at least 5 or more drinks in a row at least once in the prior two week period
preceding the survey. Although this rate has decreased from 2006, researchers still report that
college students continue to stand out as having a relatively high rate of binge drinking,
(National Survey Results on Drugs Use, 1975–2011). In regard to gender differences, results
indicated that 43% of college males reported having five or more drinks in a rowover the
previous two weeks versus 32% of college females.
Results from the previously mentioned studies are alarming and support the notion that
emerging adulthood is a developmental stage whereby college students engage in sensation
seeking behaviors that have the potential to lead to dangerous outcomes. Literature indicates that
transitioning into college culture leads to increased exposure to new and exciting behaviors, and
emerging adults are presented with opportunities for risk without awareness, (Horvath et al.,
1993). This leads to increased concern for both parents and educational institutions in regard to
ways to prevent negative outcomes for emerging adults.
Drinking Behaviors and Gender
Although the negative impact of college drinking is considered to be a matter of national
concern at the present, the topic of college student drinking behaviors has been a long standing
area of interest in the field of social research. More specifically, the relationship between college
student drinking and gender has been explored in previous studies in attempts to ascertain data
that would help in the implementation of preventative programs on college campuses.
According to the literature, a total of 16 surveys were conducted between 1975-1986 that
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examined gender and alcohol use on college campuses. The majority of these studies focused
primarily on gender differences as they relate to the frequency and quantity of alcohol consumed
by college students. One such study conducted by Wechsler et al. (1979) found that twice as
many females (29%) as males (15%) were categorized as infrequent-light drinkers whereas
almost three times as many males (29%) as females (11%) were categorized as frequent-heavy
drinkers. Another study by Berkowitz et al. (1986) examined gender differences in alcohol use
and consumption from high school to college and found females experienced a greater increase
in both use and consumption than did males. Results indicated that 56% of first year female
students reported that their drinking had increased since high school, while only 39% of first year
male students reported an increase in drinking since high school.
A study conducted by Geisner et al. (2004) examined the role of gender in alcohol use
and symptoms of psychological distress in college students.

The sample consisted of one

thousand seven hundred five college students from three West Coast universities, and measures
included The Daily Drinking Questionnaire and The Rutgers Alcohol Problem Index. Results
from the study indicated that men reported greater alcohol consumption (approximately 5.99
drinks) than did women (approximately 3.56), and that men also reported experiencing more
negative consequences from drinking than women.
A number of studies have focused on the relationship between gender differences and
alcohol consumption in college students, however for the majority of these studies the primary
focus has been on the frequency and quantity of alcohol consumed in male versus female
students. Also, a number of studies have focused on the term “binge drinking”, with attempts to
define this term as it relates to gender differences.

For example,one study conducted by

Weschler et al. (1995) examined the relationship of volume of alcohol consumedto the
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occurrence of alcohol-related problems among male andfemale college students, with the goal of
developing a gender specific measure for binge drinking among college students. The sample
used in the study was considered to be representative of full-time undergraduate students
attending a four year college within the United States. The male and female students selected for
the study were similar in a number of variables, including age, race, marital-status and self-rating
of health. Results from this study found that women require less alcohol (four drinks in a row)
than men (five drinks in a row) to qualify as a “binge drinker” but are likely to experience the
same drinking-related problems as men.
A similar study by White et al. (2006) examined the patterns of alcohol use on college
campuses beyond the binge drinking threshold. The sample used in this study was comprised of
college freshman from 14 different colleges across the United States.

Logistic regression

analyses were used to explore gender differencesin peak drinking levels and to determine
whether frequentbinge drinkers (3 or more binge episodes in a 2-week period) weremore likely
than infrequent binge drinkers (1 or 2 binge episodes) toconsume 2 or 3 times the binge
threshold. Researchers found that males were more likely to engage in drinking on college
campuses (1 out of 5) than were females (1 out of 10), and that men consumed more alcohol
(10+ drinks) than did females (8+ drinks) in a two week span.
A more recent study by Fillmore et al. (2011) compared the validity of two specific
definitions of binge drinking in college students in attempts to identify gender differences.
Participants included 251 college students categorized as either non-binge drinkers or as binge
drinkers based on the 5/4 definition or the .08% Blood Alcohol Concentration (BAC) definition.
Results from this study found that female binge drinkers actually had significantly higher
estimated BAC’s per episode than their male binge drinking counterparts, suggesting that
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frequency of consumption in addition to quantity of alcohol consumed must be examined when
attempting to identify problem drinking.
Those studies that do examine gender differences other than frequency and quantity of
alcohol consumption in college students have produced significant findings in the role that
gender plays in the adoption of drinking behaviors. One such study by Nolen-Hoeksema et al.
(2002) examined correlates of alcohol use as related to drinking behaviors in males and females.
More specifically, the authors focused onsubstance-use coping, drinking to “feel high,”
anddepressive symptoms as they relate to alcohol consumption in college students. The sample
was comprised of 357 students from two colleges in the Midwest, ranging in age from 17-26.
Results indicated that males reported more frequent alcohol use, alcohol-related problems,
bingedrinking, substance-use coping, and drinking to “feel high.” Alcohol-use frequency and
binge drinking were both accounted for by substance-use coping and drinking to“feel high”
among males and females. More specifically, alcohol-related problems were accounted for by
males' frequency ofalcohol use and drinking to “feel high,” whereas females' alcohol-related
problems were accounted for by frequency of alcohol use anddepressive symptoms. Findings
suggest that drinking to “feel high” is a more relevant correlate of alcohol-related
problemsamong males, while depressive symptomatology is a more relevant correlate of alcoholrelated problems among females.
Randolph et al. (2009) examined the function that gender, along with ethnicity, played in
the relationship between alcohol consumption and risky sexual behavior. In this study 425 male
and female undergraduates of varying ethnicities at a southern university were sampled regarding
current alcohol use and sexual history.

Results from this study indicated that alcohol

expectancies and alcohol use were lower among African-American women compared to both
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males and other ethnic groups, and males who were older in age engaged in more frequent binge
drinking and had more sexual partners than females. Findings from this study suggest that
consideration of gender and ethnic differences in college students is an important factor in the
development of preventative measures and reduction of alcohol consumption and other risky
behaviors on college campuses.
Bronfenbrenner’s Bioecological Systems Theory
Problem drinking behaviors in college students has become a focal point for research due
to the deleterious effects it produces for both students and the university. The urgent need for
campus wide prevention programs is steadily increasing, however effective programs cannot be
established without researchers having a better understanding of what variables influence the
problem behavior. More specifically, how college students interact with their environment and
the social and cognitive influences that they experience within that environment are of crucial
importance.

Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological systems theory (1977) has gained a great deal of

recognition in the field of human development, most notably for its emphasis on the way in
which individuals interact with the elements within their environment and how these interactions
impact the developmental process.

This theory proposes that an individual’s development

throughout the lifespan is influenced by various environmental systems, and that these systems
are constantly interacting in a reciprocal manner (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).
There are four primary components that build the foundation of this theory; process,
person, contexts, and time.

The first of these components, process (also known as proximal

processes), is the bidirectional interaction between the individual and their immediate
environment and is recognized as being the primary mechanism for human development,
(Bronfenbrenner& Morris, 2006). In regard to the current study, the process would be the way in
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which college students interact with their environment (college, home) and those in their
immediate environment (peers, parents). The second component, person, can be divided into
three personal characteristics; dispositions, resources, and demands. The ability of the proximal
processes to influence an individual’s development works in conjunction with these three
characteristics.

Dispositions have the ability to move proximal processes forward and to

promote their longevity if they are positive, and conversely have the capability to inhibit these
processes if they are negative. Resources garnered by the individual influence how an individual
will engage in processes. For example, abilities, knowledge, and skill will most likely promote
positive functioning of processes, whereas impulsiveness and sensation seeking will inhibit
effective functioning, (Bronfenbrenner& Morris, 2006). Demand refers to characteristics that
can invite or discourage reactions from the social environment and can foster or disrupt the
operation of proximal processes. The third component, time, refers to how varying time periods
impact how proximal processes take place. The fourth and final component, context, refers to
social class (i.e., parent income, education, neighborhood SES level), (Bronfenbrenner& Morris,
2006).
In addition to the four primary components previously mentioned, there are five specific
systems that this theory utilizes to better conceptualize the complexity of the developmental
process. These systems are the microsystem (factors that directly impact the individual such as
family, peers, school), mesosystem (interrelations between two or more microsystems),
exosystem (links between factors that the individual does not have direct involvement, such as
political and economic systems), macrosystem (cultural contexts that emphasize a groups beliefs
and values), and chronosystem (environmental events and transitions that occur across the
lifespan). Also important to distinguish is the difference between intrapersonal and interpersonal
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factors as they relate to this theory. According to Bronfenbrenner (1977) those factors within a
system that rely on the individuals own thoughts or cognitions are intrapersonal, whereas outside
influences such as peer and parental factors would be interpersonal. As mentioned previously all
of these systems interact in a reciprocal manner and play an important role in human
development, however for the purpose of the current study the focus will be exclusively on
microsystems and mesosystems as they explain college drinking behaviors. More specifically,
this study will examine the family microsystem (parental approval of drinking behaviors and
parental monitoring), peer microsystem (descriptive norms, injunctive norms, modeling), and the
self microsystem (drinking norms and alcohol expectancies), as well as the overall mesosystem
(the interactions of these microsystems).
In a recent study conducted by Boggs et al. (2009) Bronfenbrenner’s bioecological model
was used to assess alcohol consumption decision making in a sample of alcohol-dependent and
non-alcohol-dependent college students. In constructing their methods, researchers utilized the
concept of a microsystem in which individuals are continuously interacting with their
environments and engaging in specific activities within defined settings. More specifically,
researchers constructed hypothetical scenarios in which participants were asked to consider a
particular individual (i.e. student, nonstudent, etc.) and asked to consider whether the individual
would attend a social gathering, and if so, how much alcohol would the individual consume.
Results from this study found that scenario attendance decisions were not significantly impacted
by alcohol-dependence status. In addition, the results for the alcohol-consumption decisions
showed alcohol-dependent individuals reported a greater frequency of deciding to drink, as well
as indicating greater alcohol consumption, (Boggs et al., 2009).
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Interpersonal Factors
PeerModeling. Social learning theory posits that individuals of varying ages have the
capacity to learn (providing that certain factors are present) through observation of others
(Bandura, 1986), and a great deal of research over the past several decades has proven the
accuracy of this theory. One component necessary for successful social leaning is the presence
of a model that has characteristics that are similar to the individual that is observing the behavior.
For this reason peer groups quite often serve as effective models, as they are readily present and
often share commonalities amongst members. In regard to college students, are great deal of
time is spent surrounded by peers in various settings, including classroom, dorms, and social
gatherings. Research has found that certain behaviors, such as alcohol consumption by peers,
has the potential to influence the adoption of such behaviors by an individual.
Borsari et al. (2001) conducted a review of the research on peer influences on college
drinking, examining modeling as an indirect form of peer influence. Specifically, 13 studies
were selected for review as they all involved the participation of college students and shared a
similar format. Participants in each study were paired with another student (model) that was
trained to consume alcohol at a specified pace (heavy or light). A modeling effect has occurred if
the participant’s alcoholconsumption matches that of the model. Overall, the modeling research
indicates thatparticipants exposed to heavy-drinking models consume more than students
exposed to light drinkingmodels or no models at all. In regard to the influence of gender,
researchers also compared same-sex and mixed-sex dyads, and found that the consumption of
alcohol in same-sex male dyads was more extreme than in same-sex female dyads or mixed-sex
dyads, (Cooper et al., 1979).
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Descriptive Norms. Research has found that increases in student alcohol consumption
may be linked to biased perception in drinking norms, (Ham et al., 2003). More specifically,
students’ overestimation of peer alcohol use, also known as descriptive norms, can lead to an
increase in their own alcohol consumption. Descriptive norms are typically culminated through
the evaluation of normative information from three primary sources: observable behaviors, direct
and indirect communications, and knowledge of the self, (Miller et al., 1996). Observable
behavior is the easiest to attain as students often spend the majority of their time at college in the
presence of their peer groups. Observing peers consuming large amounts of alcohol at a campus
party may lead an individual to believe that this behavior is normative, even if this type of
behavior is isolated. This in turn can lead to an increase in the amount of alcohol that a student
consumes at social events. In regard to direct (what words mean) and indirect (what words
imply) communication, information can be either intentionally or unintentionally distorted which
can lead to misinformation about the amount of alcohol one consumes, (Borsari at al., 2003).
Lastly, knowledge of self, or personal attitudes and behaviors, can impact how one perceives
information. Students who believe that drinking large amounts of alcohol in social settings is
acceptable are more likely to perceive this as the norm for their peer group as well.
Neighbors et al. (2004) attempted to target misperceptions of descriptive norms utilizing
a normative feedback intervention. In this study 252 college students were randomly assigned to
an intervention or control group following a baseline assessment. The procedure included
baseline assessment, intervention, 3-monthfollow-up, and 6-month follow-up. Measures included
The Alcohol Consumption Index, Drinking Norms Rating Form, and The Daily Drinking
Questionnaire.

Those students assigned to the intervention group received personalized

normative feedback via the computer following completion of the baseline assessment. This
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feedback included a summary of the participant’s perceived drinkingnorms compared with actual
drinking norms and a summary of students’reported consumption compared with average college
drinking behavior.

Results indicated that normative feedback was effective in changing

perceived normsand alcohol consumption at 3- and 6-month follow-up assessments.
Similarly, a literature review conducted by Lewis et al. (2006) examined descriptive
drinking norms and the use of personalized normative feedback. It was found that college
students display a tendency to overestimate heavy alcohol consumption by their peers, and this
misperception has been suggested as a causal factor of increased alcohol consumption among
college students, (Nye et al., 1999).
A study by Larimer et al. (2004) examined the role of descriptive norms in predicting drinking
behaviors in college students involved in the Greek system. Participants included 279 men and
303 women recruited from incoming pledge classes of 12 fraternities and 6 sororities, who
completed measures of social norms, alcohol use, and consequences. Results from this study
indicated that descriptive norms serve as an important predictor of drinking behavior, and were
significantly correlated with both current and 1-year self-reported drinks per week as well as
with current and 1-year short-term negative consequences and dependence symptoms.
Another study by Grossbard et al. (2009) explored the impact of athletic identity on descriptive
norms of drinking behaviors in student athletes transitioning to college. Participants included
1119 incoming freshman from two major universities. Prior to beginning their first term,
participants completed assessments of athletic identity, alcohol consumption, drinking-related
consequences, and normative perceptions of alcohol use. Results indicated that participants’
perceptions of drinking by college students and student–athletes were significantly greater than
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self-reported drinking, and that athletic identity served as a moderator for associations among
gender, perceived norms, drinking, and related consequences.
In regard to the impact of gender on descriptive norms, one study by Lewis et al. (2004)
examined gender specific misperceptions of college student drinking norms. The primary goal
of this study was toexamine gender differences in the misperceptions of same-sex perceived
norms (perceptions of typical drinking by same-sex peers) and opposite-sex perceived norms
(perceptions of typical drinking by opposite-sex peers). Participants included 226 (51% women,
49% men) students from undergraduate psychology classes, and approximately 80% of the
sample reported drinking at least once in the 3 months prior to the study. Measures included The
Drinking Norms Rating Form, Alcohol Consumption Index, Daily Drinking Questionnaire, and
The Rutgers Alcohol Problem Index. Results of this study indicated that men overestimate the
drinking of their male peers and that women overestimate the drinking of their female peers, and
that perceived same-sex norms appear to be more strongly associated with heavy drinking than
perceived gender-nonspecificdrinking norms.
Injunctive Norms. Similar to descriptive norms, injunctive norms (students’ perceptions
of approval of alcohol consumption), are an important factor in the adoption of drinking
behaviors in college students. Injunctive norms can be associated with a number of referent
groups, however for the purpose of this study we will be focusing on the most distal and
influential groups: peers/close friends and parents.
A study conducted by LaBrie et al. (2010) examined the relationship between injunctive
norms and alcohol consequences in college students. Specifically, researchers sought to evaluate
the influence of varying levels of specificity of the reference group (i.e., personal attitudes, peers,
parents, close friends, etc.) on the relationship between injunctive norms and alcohol-related
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problems, controlling for overall alcohol use, within a large representative sample from two
college campuses. Results from this study found a significant relationship between injunctive
norms for close friends, parents, self, and alcohol-related problems, however the most powerful
predictor of alcohol related problems was perceived approval of drinking by close friends.
Another study by Neighbors et al. (2011) examined confidence as a moderator among the
associations between perceived injunctive norms, one’s own attitude, and drinking. Participants
included 708 undergraduate students from a large public university who were previously enrolled
in a longitudinal web-based alcohol intervention study. Results indicated that injunctive norms
were the most significant predictors of drinking, and that confidence did serve as a moderator of
the relationship between perceptions of others’ approval (injunctive norms) and behavior.
Nguyen et al. (2012) examined racial differences in the associations among selfdetermination, injunctive norms and drinking in Caucasian and Asian American college students.
Participants included 732 undergraduates enrolled at a large public West Coast university who
reported at least one heavy drinking episode (4 consecutive drinks for females and 5 consecutive
drinks for males) in the previous month. Participants were required to complete self-report
measures assessing self-determination, perceived parental/peer injunctive norms, and drinking.
Results indicated that peer injunctive norms served as a mediator between controlled orientation
and increased number of drinks consumed per week exclusively for Caucasians. Results also
found that Asian Americans drank less and perceived their peers to be less approving of
drinking. Conversely, Caucasians viewed their friends as being significantly more approving of
alcohol and consumed significantly more drinks per week.
DeMartini et al. (2011) examined the effects of gender and year in school on injunctive
norms and alcohol related consequences. Participants included324 undergraduates attending a
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large northeastern university, and were required to completed online surveys about alcohol
consumption, alcohol related problems, self and other attitudes towards drinking consequences,
and self and other attitudes towards protective behavior strategies. Results from this study
indicate that students perceive that their friends are more comfortable with thegeneral level of
drinking on campus than are the students themselves.Students perceive themselves to be
equivalent in comfort level to theaverage student on campus. In addition, relative to male
students, female students reportedlower personal approval of alcohol-related consequences as
well aslower perceptions of approval by others.
Parental Monitoring. With the current demands of today’s society, it is difficult for
parents to identify the daily activities and whereabouts of their teenagers, however parental
monitoring in adolescence has been found to be a key predictor of the risk taking behaviors in
later years (Chilcoat et al., 1996).

A study conducted by Aquilino et al. (2001) examined the

long-term effects of certain parental practices during adolescence on well-being in emerging
adulthood. Sampling and data for this study was extracted from an existing data set belonging to
a longitudinal study that began in 1987 by the National Survey of Families and Households.
Results from this study found that higher levels of parental restrictiveness-supervision
(monitoring) during adolescence were associated with lower levels of self-reported drinking and
binge drinking in emerging adulthood.
Another longitudinal study conducted Abar et al. (2008) examined the indirect influences
that particular parenting practices have on alcohol use in college. Participants consisted of 392
freshman attending college in the United States. Participants completed measures assessing their
perceptions of their parent’s knowledge of their lives, monitoring behaviors, and approval of
alcohol use prior to the first semester of college.
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students’whose parents were aware of how they spent their free time and what type of leisure
activities they engaged in were less likely to consume large amounts of alcohol and were less
likely to associate with heavy drinking peers in college.
Arria at al. (2008) conducted a longitudinal study that examined whether parental
monitoring indirectly provides a protective effect on college drinking by reducing high school
alcohol consumption. Participants included 1,253 male and female college students from a large
public university. Assessments of parental monitoring and alcohol consumption were conducted
the summer prior to the participants’ entry into college, and alcohol consumption was assessed
again during their first year in college. Results found that parental monitoring provided an
indirect influence on college drinking behavior by reducing levels of high school alcohol
consumption.
Results from the previously mentioned studies indicate that parental monitoring in
adolescence and throughout emerging adulthood may be a protective factor in the development
and maintenance of drinking behaviors. This may be due to the fact that parents that are aware
of their child’s whereabouts and daily activities are more likely to engage in open
communication with their child regarding various topics, such as alcohol consumption. Parents
that are aware that drinking alcohol is an issue in their child’s social environment (either in high
school or college) can more effectively implement abstinence discussions.
Positive and Negative Alcohol Expectancies. Alcohol expectancies refer to beliefs
about the cognitive, affective or behavioral effects of alcohol use and can be both positive (e.g.
‘drinking makes me more social’) and negative (e.g. ‘when I drink, I have a tendency to say
things that I will regret afterwards’), (Jones et al., 2001). Alcohol expectancies vary from
individual to individual and are contextual in nature, (Leigh, 1989; Connors, Maisto, &Derman,
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1992).

Research suggests that individuals who demonstrates positive alcohol expectancies

typically consume larger amounts of alcohol, drink more frequently, and show more signs of
problem drinking, (Fromme et al., 1993; Werner, Walker, & Green, 1993; Christiansen et al.,
1989).
One study conducted by Lewis et al. (2000) examined the relationship between alcohol
expectancies, social deficits and alcohol consumption in college students. Participants included
113 college students recruited from lower-level psychology courses that were required to
complete a series of questionnaires that measured alcohol use patterns, alcohol expectancies, and
social functioning. Results from this study indicated that those individuals identified as problem
drinkers held more positive alcohol expectancies. More specifically, problem drinkers expected
arousal, sexual enhancement, improvements in cognitive and motor abilities, global positive
change, improvements in social behavior, and relaxation and tension reduction as a result of
drinking alcohol.
A study by Gilles et al. (2006) examined alcohol expectancies, in addition to social
anxiety and self-efficacy, as predictors of heavy drinking in college students.

Participants

included 118 undergraduate students that completed a series of measurements including the
Comprehensive Effects of Alcohol questionnaire, the Social Phobia Scale, and the Alcohol Use
Disorder Identification Test. Results from this study indicated that college students that selfreported high levels of social anxiety, low levels of refusal self-efficacy and positive alcohol
expectancies consumed more alcohol. This suggests that both positive alcohol expectancies and
refusal self-efficacy, when displayed together, are important variables related to drinking
behaviors in college students.
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Hasking et al. (2011) examined the relationship between alcohol expectancies, coping
strategies, drinking motives and drinking behavior. Participants included four hundred fifty four
undergraduate college students who completed self-report questionnaires. Results found that
therelationship between avoidant coping and drinking behavior wasmediated by positive alcohol
expectancies (increasedconfidence, tension reduction),which in turnwere related to drinking
motives. Also, drinkingmotiveswere found to be positively related to drinking behavior, and
negative alcohol expectancies were found to be directly related to drinking behavior.
Drinking Motives.

Drinking motives are considered to be one of the underlying

components that contribute to the adoption of drinking behaviors in college students (Cooper,
1994). Research has suggests that drinking motives can be divided into positive motives (affect
enhancement, social rewards and conformity) or negative motives (coping) in emerging
adulthood (MacLean et al., 2000). Among the positive drinking motives, affect enhancement
motives refers to the concept of drinking in order to improve one’s mood or to elicit positive
emotion, social rewards motives consists of drinking in order to have a more positive social
experience, and conformity motives refers to drinking in order to fit in with one’s peers or to be
accepted by a particular social group (Cooper, 1994). As for negative drinking motives, coping
motives refers to drinking in order to lessen or suppress specific negative emotions, such as
depression or anxiety.
A study by Neighbors et al. (2004) examined the relationship between drinking motives
and controlled orientation in college students, with self-esteem as a mediating factor.
Specifically, this study sought to examine the association between an individual’s propensity
towards having a lack of choice in their behavior and drinking motives such as social rewards
and affect enhancement, and how this relationship is impacted by one’s self-esteem. Participants
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included two hundred four undergraduate students enrolled in psychology classes at the
University of Washington.

Measures included questionnaires that surveyed controlled

orientation, drinking motives, and alcohol consumption. Results indicated that there is a positive
association between controlled orientation and drinking motives, and the relationship between
controlled orientation and drinking motives was partly mediated by self-esteem, especially for
affect enhancement motives.
Another study by LaBrie et al. (2012) examined the relationship between drinking
motives and alcohol related outcomes, and whether this relationship was mediated by college
adjustment. Participants included two hundred fifty three college students that were required to
complete several self-report questionnaires that examined drinking motives, college adjustment,
alcohol consumption and alcohol-related outcomes. Results found that positive reinforcement
drinking motives (affect enhancement/social rewards) demonstrated both a direct and indirect
relationship with alcohol related consequences, and that these motives were related to positive
college adjustment. Additionally, a stronger positive reinforcement motive was related to better
college adjustment and fewer alcohol related outcomes.
Clerkin et al. (2012) studied the influence of drinking motives and social anxiety
symptoms in predicting drinking outcomes.

Participants included seven hundred thirty

undergraduate college students who completed self-report measures regarding social anxiety
symptoms, drinking motives, alcohol consumption, and drinking problems. Results indicated
that there were significant interactions between social anxiety and drinking motives, and that
alcohol consumption was most prominent in individuals who endorsed high enhancement
motives and low social anxiety symptoms. In addition, drinking problems were found to be
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more significant for those individuals that had low coping drinking motives and high
socialanxiety symptoms.
In regard to gender differences, a study by LaBrie et al. (2011) examined whether the
relationship between drinking motives and alcohol consumption was mediated by protective
behavior strategies (cognitive-behavioral techniques used to decrease drinking behaviors).
Participants included one thousand five hundred ninety two college undergraduates (49.9 %
male, 50.1% female) from two universities that completed online surveys regarding drinking
motives, protective behavior strategies, and alcohol consumption. Results found that females
were significantly more likely to use protective behavior strategies than males. In addition, it
was determined that males consume more alcohol per sitting, more frequently, and over longer
periods of time than females. It was determined that no gender differences in drinking motives
emerged, suggesting that males and females were equally motivatedto drink.
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Chapter 3
Method
Participants
Participants for this study included 250 college students from a large Midwestern
university, ranging in age from 18-25. This population was selected because research suggests
that it is an important phase of the life span that is marked by exploration of both personal and
social responsibilities. The sample size for this study was determined from a power analysis
with 95% power to detect a change in R² of 5% with an alpha level of .05. All participants from
this study completed a brief demographic questionnaire, results are summarized in Table 1. Of
the 250 students that participated the majority were female (n=142, 56.8%).

The sample

included various different ethnic groups, including African American (n=59, 23.6%), Caucasian
(n=112, 44.8%), Asian/Pacific Islander (n=19, 7.6%), Hispanic (n=7, 2.8%), Middle Eastern
(n=25, 10%), and Other (n=28, 11.2%). In regard to year in school the majority of the sample
identified themselves as being either a Junior (n=70, 38%) or Senior (n=62, 24.8%), and most
participants reported a GPA of 3.5 (n=89, 35.6%).
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Table 1
Frequency Distributions-Demographic Characteristics of the Students
______________________________________________________________________________
Demographic Characteristics (n=22)
Number
Percent
_____________________________________________________________________________
Gender
Male
108
43.2
Female
142
56.8
Race/Ethnicity
White/Caucasian
112
44.8
African-American
59
23.6
Middle Eastern
25
10
Asian/Pacific Islander
19
7.6
Hispanic
7
2.8
Other
28
11.2
Year in School
Freshman
32
12.8
Sophomore
53
21.2
Junior
70
28.0
Senior
62
24.8
Graduate
26
10.4
Other
7
2.8
GPA
4.0
52
20.8
3.5
88
35.2
3.0
79
31.6
2.5
21
8.4
2.0
7
2.8
Under 2.0
3
1.2
Major
Social Science
26
10.4
Arts and Humanities
17
6.8
Psychology
47
18.8
Engineering
16
6.4
Other
144
57.6
Religion
Catholic
67
26.8
Jewish
9
3.6
Orthodox
10
4.0
Muslim
30
12.0
Protestant
15
6.0
Baptist
32
12.8
Other
87
34.8
Importance of Religion
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Very Important
94
37.6
Moderately Important
77
30.8
Mildly Important
35
14.0
Not Important
44
17.6
______________________________________________________________________________
Measures
Drinking behaviors. The Student Alcohol Questionnaire (SAQ) is a 70-item
questionnaire (Engs 1977; Hanson 1972) that evaluates drinking patterns in college students.
The SAQ contains 6 questions regarding amount and frequency of alcohol consumption, and 17
questions regarding drinking behaviors (Have you ever “had a hangover”, “participated in a
drinking game”). This questionnaire also incorporates a knowledge scale, but for the purpose of
this study only the two above mentioned scales were utilized.
As part of this instrument's development, it was subject to face validity by a panel of
experts and by college students (Engs, 1977). A panel of professionals currently working in the
field of alcohol education and research remarked on various items under consideration for the
questionnaire. A preliminary questionnaire was assembled and presented to a number of students
for their feedback and suggestions; the questionnaire was then revised and resubmitted to the
panel. After continued revision, the questionnaire was resubmitted to the students for final
evaluation. These procedures were used to determine the validity of the content of the
questionnaire.
The SAQ has also been found to have adequate reliability. Out of the 23-items that
assess drinking patterns, the six items that assess the quantity or frequency index of drinking
beer, wine and spirits received a reliability coefficient of .84 for the equal-length SpearmanBrown test. The Cronbach alpha was .86, and the reliabilities of the individual items ranged from
.50 to .73 for this subscale (Engs& Hanson, 1994). The 18 questions on the drinking behaviors
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subscale received an equal-length Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient of .89, a Cronbach
alpha of .92, and an analysis of the reliabilities ranged from .54 to .75 (Engs& Hanson, 1994).
Overall the Student Alcohol Questionnaire appears to be a reliable instrument for measuring
college students' alcohol consumption patterns, problems related to their alcohol consumption,
their knowledge of alcohol, and their attitudes towards drinking. Further, many researchers have
used this instrument (Sobell & Sobell, 1978). For the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha
ranged from .91 to .97.
Alcohol expectancies.

A brief version of the Comprehensive Effects of Alcohol

Questionnaire (B-CEOA; Addictive Behaviors Research Center, 1997) was used to assess
participants' alcohol-related response expectancies. The B-CEOA consists of 15 items that were
derived from the original full-scale CEOA developed by Fromme, Stroot, and Kaplan (1993).
The full-scale CEOA uses 38 items consisting of a total of 7 factors, 4 positive (Sociability,
Tension Reduction, Liquid Courage, and Sexuality) and 3 negative (Cognitive and Behavioral
Impairment, Risk and Aggression, and Self-Perception). Individuals indicate their degree of
agreement that a particular effect will likely occur if they drink, using a 1-4 scale (1 = disagree, 4
= agree) in response to various questions (i.e., “After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more
likely to be courageous”, “After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to feel calm”).
The B-CEOA includes 2 items from each of the original 7 expectancy scales, except for the Risk
and Aggression scale, which contains 3 items.
According to Fromme (1993) the CEOA demonstrates good construct and criterionrelated validity. Validity was tested using multiple regression analysis of each of the alcohol use
measures (frequency, quantity, weekly consumption) on all four factors (Positive Expectancy,
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Positive Value, Negative Expectancy, Negative Value). Results indicated good construct and
criterion-related validity for both negative and positive factors.
The subscales of the full CEOA have demonstrated internal reliabilities ranging from .59
to .89 (Fromme& D'Amico, 2000). In addition, a comparison of the B-CEOA to the full-scale
CEOA showed that, although the number of items was reduced, internal consistencies after
principle components analyses were conducted remained adequate to good: the full-scale CEOA
had Cronbach's alphas ranging from .66 to .84 and the B-CEOA had Cronbach's alphas ranging
from .60 to .81 (Ham, Stewart, Norton, & Hope, 2005). Questions within the B-CEOA assessed
both the positive and negative response expectancies of alcohol consumption. For the current
sample, the Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .79 to .89.
Drinking motives. The Drinking Motives Questionnaire-Revised (DMQ-R) (Cooper,
1994) is a 20-item measure that evaluates motives for engaging in alcohol consumption. More
specifically, four important motives for alcohol consumption are assessed; coping, enhancement,
conformity and social motives. Each of the four motives is examined by means of source
(internal vs. external) and manner of reinforcement (positive vs. negative). Response options
range on the DMQ-R from 1 (almost never/never) to 5 (almost always/always). Participants are
asked to indicate how frequently each of the listed reasons motivates them to drink alcoholic
beverages. Sample items of the DMQ-R include “To forget your worries” and “Because your
friends pressure you to drink”. The measure yields three scale scores reflecting different motives
for drinking alcohol.
The DMQ-R has been reported to have adequate construct and criterion validity when
used within college student populations. In regard to construct validity, research conducted by
Martens et al. (2008) found a good fit for the four factor model (IFI = .92, CFI = .92, RMSEA =

vii

41

.07). When examining criterion validity, Martens et al. (2008) found significant associations
among drinking motives and alcohol use and alcohol-related problems in a college student
sample, reporting that the motives accounted for between 1% and 17% of the variance in alcohol
use measures and from 8% to 22% of the variance in alcohol-related problems.
The 5-item subscales of the DMQ-R, which are computed by averaging the sum of all
items on each scale, have been found to be highly internally consistent, with Cronbach’s alphas
ranging between .86 (coping) and .89 (enhancement), (Kuntsche, Stewart, & Cooper,
2008).Although the majority of existing norms for this measure were drawn from adolescent
samples (e.g., Cooper, 1994; Kuntsche et al., 2008), Stewartand Devine (2000) provide
normative data for college-aged drinkers. Using a sample size of 256 college students, the
authors found that the Coping Motives subscale had a mean of1.77 (SD = 0.77), the
Enhancement Motives subscale had a mean of 2.89 (SD = 1.05), theConformity Motives subscale
had a mean of 1.35 (SD = 0.51), and the Social Motivessubscale had a mean of 3.22 (SD = 0.91).
The 5-item Coping Motives subscale had amean of 2.20 (SD = 0.95, range = 1 - 5) and this
subscale demonstrated good to excellent reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .89; Cronbach, 1951) in
the present sample. The 5-itemEnhancement Motives subscale had a mean of 3.08 (SD = 1.09,
range = –1 - 25) and demonstrated good to excellent reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .88) in the
present sample. The 5-item Conformity Motives subscale had a mean of 1.68 (SD = 0.82, range
= 1 - 5) and this subscale was demonstrated to have good to excellent reliability (Cronbach’s
alpha = .89) in the present sample. The 5-item Social Motives subscale had a mean of3.56 (SD =
0.94, range = 1 - 5) and this subscale was demonstrated to have good to excellent reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha = .86) in the present sample. For the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha
ranged from .93 to .97.
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Social Modeling. A 2-item questionnaire was created to assess peer alcohol behaviors.
This questionnaire asks participants to indicate how many of their friends “drink beer, wine, and
liquor on a fairly regular basis?” and how many of their friends “drink beer, wine, and liquor
from time to time?”. Response options range from “None” to “All of them”. For the current
sample, the Cronbach’s alpha was .71.
Descriptive Norms. A modified version of the DrinkingNorms Rating Form (DNRF)
(Baer et al., 1991) was used to assess descriptive norms. The modified version is a 3-item selfreport instrument, adapted from the original 15-item questionnaire, assessing students’
perceptions of alcohol use among their peers. The modified DNRF asks participants to consider
the typical week during the past month, and has student’s “indicate the typical number of drinks
you usually consume on that day, and the typical number of hours you usually drink that day”.
The participants are also asked to estimate the number of drinks a typical university student
usually consumes, as well as the number of drinks their best friends usually consume.
In a previous study using the original DNRF, participants’ estimates of the amount of
alcohol consumed by their peers washighly correlated with their own drinking, demonstrating
evidence of criterion validity(Baer, Stacy, & Larimer, 1991). In addition, studies of the original
DNRF have found it has both face validity and predictive utility. In one study (Broadwater, et al,
2006), the DNRF had a test-retest reliability of .69.
Injunctive Norms. Injunctive norms for perceived approval of drinking were assessed
using a measure developed by Baer (1994). Participants were asked to respond to four items
assessing perceptions of their friends’ approval of their alcohol use and four items assessing
perceptions of parents’ approval of their alcohol use. The items asked about perceived approval
of drinking alcohol every weekend, drinking alcohol daily, driving a car after drinking, and
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drinking enough alcohol to pass out (e.g., “How would your friends feel if you drank alcohol
every weekend?”). Response options ranged from 1 = strong disapproval to 7 = strong approval.
This measure created by Baer (1994) has been found to have adequate reliability. The
four items for each referent are averaged to create one variable of participants’ perceptions of
friends’ overall approval (α = .72) and perceptions of parents’ overall approval of risky alcohol
use (α = .69).For the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .80 to .81.
No formal information regarding validity has been published, however, the items appear
to have good face validity.
Parental Monitoring. The Parental Monitoring questionnaire was modified from a
parental monitoring measure developed by Stattin and Kerr (2000). The original questionnaire
attempts to measure parents' knowledge of the participant's whereabouts, activities, and
associations when they were in high school, using both child and parent reported data. The
modified questionnaire utilizes only child-report items, and using a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (never) to 5 (always) asks participants to answer ninequestions, such as “Do your parents:
know what you do during your free time?”.
Means were calculated for the child-report items (α reliability = .86). The test-retest
reliability for child-reported monitoring was found to be significant, r(36) = .83. For the current
sample, the Cronbach’s alpha was .85.
Procedure
Data collection occurred in using two different methods. In the first method participants
were approached during either the beginning or end of their classroom lecture and asked if they
would like to volunteer their time and participate in a survey. The subjects were informed that
the research project was being conducted through Wayne State University and that the topic of
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the study wasthe relationship between college drinking behaviors and peer, family and cognitive
influences, paying particular attention to gender differences. Students were informed that their
participation was strictly voluntary and would not in any way impact their grade in the class.
Students were also informed that those that chose to participate in the study would have their
name entered into a random drawing to win a gift card, and that the drawing would take place
after all participants had turned in their surveys. Participants who were willing were given an
information sheet, as no identifiers were collected during this study. Those who did not wish to
participate were free to leave the classroom. Participants were then asked to fill out several
questionnaires in order to collect relevant data about the variables being measured.
The second method of data collection occurred in the student center, where a table was
set up with a poster board advertising the study. Participants that wished to participate were
given the questionnaires to fill out, and upon completion the students were able to pick out a $5
gift card to their choice of three different franchises.
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Table 2
Statistical Analyses
Preliminary Analyses
Due to literature suggesting
gender differences in some of
the study variables, this will
first be tested.

Variables
Independent Variable
Gender
Dependent Variables







Peer Modeling
Descriptive Norms
Injunctive Norms
Parental Monitoring
Positive/Negative
Alcohol Expectancies
Drinking Motives

Statistical Analysis
Multivariate Analysis of
Variance (MANOVA) will be
used to test for potential
gender differences in each
dependent variable.
If gender is found to be
statistically significant it will
be added as a control variable
for subsequent analyses.

RQ#1: What are the individual contributions of social variables (peer modeling, descriptive
norms, injunctive norms, parental monitoring) in explaining variance in college drinking?
Hypotheses:
H1:The individual
contributions of social
variables will explain a
statistically significant
proportion of variance in
college drinking.

Predictor Variables
Social Factors





Multiple Linear Regression
Analysis

Peer Modeling
Descriptive Norms
Injunctive Norms
Parental Monitoring

Criterion Variable
College Drinking

RQ#2: What are the individual contributions of cognitive variables (positive/negative outcome
expectancies, drinking norms) in explaining college drinking?
H2:The individual
contributions of cognitive
variables will explain a
statistically significant
proportion of variance in
college drinking.

Predictor Variables

Multiple Linear Regression
Analysis

Cognitive Factors



Positive/Negative
Alcohol Expectancies
Drinking Motives

Criterion Variable
College Drinking
RQ#3: What are the combined contributions of peer, family, and cognitive factors in explaining
variance in college drinking?
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H3:A combination of social
and cognitive factors will
explain more of the variance
in college drinking than either
set of factors alone.

Predictor Variables
Social Factors





Peer Modeling
Descriptive Norms
Injunctive Norms
Parental Monitoring

Cognitive Factors



Hierarchical Linear
Regression Analysis
Cognitive factors entered on
step 1
Social factors entered on step
2

Positive/Negative
Alcohol Expectancies
Drinking Motives

RQ#4: Do social factors (i.e., family and peer) mediate the relations between cognitive factors
and college drinking?
H4: Social factors (family,
peer) will mediate the
relations between cognitive
factors and college drinking.

Predictor variables (cognitive
factors)



Positive/Negative
Alcohol Expectancies
Drinking Motives

Barron & Kenny’s four step
mediation analyses will be run
using multiple linear
regression analysis. A total of
8 separate 4 step mediation
analyses will be run.

Mediating Variables





Peer Modeling
Descriptive Norms
Injunctive Norms
Parental Monitoring

Dependent Variable
College Drinking
RQ#5: Do these patterns vary for each gender?

H5:These patterns will vary by
gender.

If the results of preliminary analyses are such that there are
significant gender differences, some questions will be answered
by running analyses separately for males and females and/or
gender will be controlled for in analyses.
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Chapter 4
Results
The purpose of this study was to examine various social and cognitive factors, within the
context of an ecological model, which could potentially contribute to the variance in college
drinking. The four social factors examined in this study were peer modeling, descriptive norms,
injunctive norms and parental monitoring (at the microsystem level). The cognitive factors
included were positive and negative alcohol expectancies and drinking norms. This study also
examined the possibility social factors serving as mediators between cognitive factors and
college drinking. In addition, this study sought to determine whether any of these patterns varied
by gender. Descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations for all variables, are
included in Table 3. Correlations among primary variables are presented in Table 4.
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics-Scaled Variables
______________________________________________________________________________
Range*
Scaled Variables
Mean
SD
Min
Max
______________________________________________________________________________
Drinking Behaviors
Quantity/Frequency
Beh. Problems

2.6
1.7

2.2
1.0

0.5
1.0

12.5
5.0

Alcohol Expectancies
Sociability/LC/RA
Self Perception/Cog/Beh Impair
Sexuality
Tension Reduction

2.7
2.5
2.2
2.4

0.9
0.9
1.1
1.0

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

5.0
5.0
5.0
5.0

Drinking Motives
Social
Coping
Enhancement
Conformity

2.6
1.9
2.1
1.6

1.3
0.9
1.0
0.8

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

5.0
5.0
5.0
4.8

Descriptive Norms Total
Self
WSU Student
Best Friends

4.3
12.1
7.6

5.6
8.7
7.9

0.0
0.0
0.0

39.0
55.0
39.0

Injunctive Norms
Friends
Parents

2.2
1.5

1.1
0.7

1.0
1.0

5.8
5.8

Peer Modeling

2.4

0.8

1.0

4.0

Parental Monitoring
3.5
.09
1.4
5.0
______________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4
Intercorrelation Matrix for All Study Variables (n=250)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
1

1

2

0.83**

3

0.56** 0.52**

4

0.18** 0.19** 0.27**

5

0.55** 0.55** 0.63** 0.37**

6

0.54** 0.52** 0.42** 0.13* 0.42**

7

0.55** 0.56** 0.60** 0.27** 0.65** 0.65**

8

-0.15* 0.17** -0.15* -0.05 0.22** 0.18** 0.22**

9

0.42** 0.44** 0.26** 0.27** 0.29** 0.23** 0.33** -0.13*

10

0.03

9

10

11

12

13

14

15 16

1

0.06

1

0.01

1

0.10

1

0.02

1

0.01

1
1
1

-0.01 -0.13* 0.50**

1

11 0.43** 0.44** 0.34** 0.19** 0.30** 0.25** 0.29** -0.14* 0.55** 0.19**

1

12

0.35** 0.29** 0.33** 0.11 0.21** 0.27** 0.33** -0.03 0.53** 0.17** 0.57**

13

0.66** 0.70** 0.52** 0.19** 0.51** 0.49** 0.54** -0.10 0.44** 0.04 0.50** 0.39**

14

0.54** 0.61** 0.44** 0.21** 0.48** 0.41** 0.46** -0.10 0.35** 0.10 0.42** 0.28** 0.76**

15

0.64** 0.70** 0.51** 0.21** 0.53** 0.48** 0.54** -0.12 0.40** 0.08 0.46** 0.30** 0.86** 0.84** 1

16

0.42** 0.48** 0.36

1
1
1

0.16* 0.38** 0.29** 0.36** -0.10 0.28** 0.13* 0.34** 0.17** 0.60** 0.78** 0.71* 1
*

**p<.01, *p<.05
Note. 1 Drinking; 2 Drinking Behavior; 3 Peer Modeling; 4 Descriptive Norms-WSU Students; 5
Descriptive Norms-Friends; 6 Injunctive Norms-Parents; 7 Injunctive Norms-Friends; 8 Parental
Monitoring; 9 Alcohol Expec-Risk/Aggression/Liquid Courage/Social; 10 Alcohol Expec-Self
Perception/Social & Cognitive Impairments; 11 Alcohol Expec-Sexuality; 12 Alcohol ExpecTension Red; 13 Drinking Motives-Social; 14 Drinking Motives-Coping; 15 Drinking MotivesEnhancement; 16 Drinking Motives-Conformity
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Research Question 1: What are the individual contributions of social variables (peer
modeling, descriptive norms, injunctive norms, parental monitoring) in explaining variance
in college drinking?
A Multiple Linear Regression Analysis was conducted in order to answer this question.
Predictor variables for this analysis included all four social factors: peer modeling, descriptive
norms, injunctive norms and parental monitoring. The criterion variable used was college
drinking, which was comprised of two subscales: quantity and frequency of drinks and drinking
behaviors. In regard to quantity and frequency of drinking, results indicated that social factors
contributed to 45.3% of the overall variance, R²=45.3, p<.01. Specifically, it was found that peer
modeling, descriptive norms (best friends subscale) and injunctive norms (parents subscale)
contributed significantly to the variance in quantity and frequency of drinking. In regard to
drinking behaviors, results indicated that social factors contributed to 40.2% of the overall
variance, R²=40.2, p<.01. It was found that descriptive norms (best friends scale) and injunctive
norms (parents scale) contributed significantly to the variance in drinking behaviors. Refer to
Tables 5 and 6 below.
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Table 5
Multiple Linear Regression-Predicting College Drinking using Social Factors
______________________________________________________________________________
Predictors
B
SEB
B
______________________________________________________________________________
Peer Modeling

0.68**

0.17

0.28

Descriptive Norms
WSU Students

-0.03

0.04

-0.03

Best Friends

0.20**

0.05

0.29

Friends

0.12

0.15

0.06

Parents

0.52**

0.15

0.21

0.07

0.17

0.02

Injunctive Norms

Parental Monitoring

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. *p<.05; **p<.01; p<.001** F=33.54; R²=45.3%
Table 6
Multiple Linear Regression-Predicting College Drinking Behaviors using Social Factors
______________________________________________________________________________
Predictors
B
SEB
B
______________________________________________________________________________
Peer Modeling

0.15

0.09

0.13

WSU Student

-0.01

0.02

-0.03

Best Friends

0.06**

0.03

0.20

Friends

0.11

0.08

0.12

Parents

0.24**

0.08

0.21

-0.09

0.09

-0.05

Descriptive Norms

Injunctive Norms

Parental Monitoring

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. *p<.05; **p<.01; p<.001***; F=15.45; R²=40.2%
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Research Question 2: What are the individual contributions of cognitive variables
(positive/negative outcome expectancies, drinking norms) in explaining college drinking?
A Multiple Linear Regression Analysis was conducted in order to answer this question.
Predictor variables for this analysis included positive and negative alcohol expectancies and
drinking motives. The criterion variable used was college drinking, and as indicated previously
is divided into two subscales: quantity and frequency of drinks and drinking behaviors. In regard
to quantity and frequency of drinking, results indicated that cognitive factors contributed to
51.0%

of

the

variance,

R²=51.0,

p<.01.

Specifically,

alcohol

expectancies

(sociability/aggression/liquid courage/risk taking subscale) and drinking motives (social subscale
and enhancement subscale) contributed significantly to the variance in quantity and frequency of
drinking. In regard to drinking behaviors, results indicated that cognitive factors contributed to
32% of the variance, R²=32.0, p<.01.

Specifically, drinking motives (social subscale)

significantly contributed to the variance in drinking behaviors. Refer to Tables 7 and 8 below.
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Table 7
Multiple Linear Regression-Predicting College Drinking using Cognitive Factors
______________________________________________________________________________
Predictors
B
SEB
B
______________________________________________________________________________
Positive/Negative Alcohol Expectancies
Scale #1

0.43**

0.20

0.19

Scale #2

-0.25

0.15

-0.11

Scale #3

0.05

0.11

0.03

Scale #4

0.10

0.13

0.05

Social

0.70**

0.17

0.42

Coping

-0.10

0.20

0.42

Enhancement

0.47**

0.21

0.25

Conformity

-0.07

0.16

-0.03

Drinking Motives

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. *p<.05; **p<.01; p<.001; F=31.43; R²=51.0%
Table 8
Multiple Linear Regression-Predicting College Drinking Behavior using Cognitive Factors
______________________________________________________________________________
Predictors
B
SEB
B
______________________________________________________________________________
Positive/Negative Alcohol Expectancies
Scale #1

0.11

0.11

0.09

Scale #2

-0.02

0.08

-0.02

Scale #3

0.08

0.06

0.09

Scale #4

-0.04

0.07

-0.04

Social

0.23**

0.09

0.28

Coping

-0.03

0.11

-0.03

Enhancement

0.22

0.12

0.24

Drinking Motives

Conformity
0.00
0.09
0.00
______________________________________________________________________________
Note. *p<.05; **p<.01; p<.001*** F=14.21; R²=32.0%
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Research Question 3: What are the combined contributions of peer, family, and
cognitive factors in explaining variance in college drinking?
A Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis was used to answer this question.

The

criterion variable for this analysis was college drinking behavior, which is comprised of two
subscales: quantity and frequency of drinks and drinking behaviors. On step 1 the predictor
variables included cognitive variables positive and negative alcohol expectancies and drinking
motives. On step 2 these same cognitive variables remained with the addition of social variables
peer modeling, descriptive norms, injunctive norms, and parental monitoring. In regard to
quantity and frequency of drinks, results indicated that cognitive variables explained 51% of the
variance, R²= 51.0, p<.01.

Specifically, positive and negative alcohol expectancies

(sociability/liquid courage/aggression/risk taking subscale) and drinking motives (social subscale
and enhancement subscale) significantly contributed to the variance. Results indicated that the
combination of both social and cognitive variables contributed 58% of the variance, R²=58.0,
p<.01. In regard to drinking behaviors, results found that cognitive variables contributed to 32%
of the variance, R²=32.0, p<.01, while a combination of social and cognitive factors contributed
to 37% of the variance, R²=37.0, p<.01. Refer to Tables 9 and 10 below.
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Table 9
Hierarchical Multiple Linear Regression Analysis-Overall College Drinking with Social and
Cognitive Factors (n=250).
______________________________________________________________________________
Predictor

B

β

SEB

p

R²

______________________________________________________________________________
Step 1
32.0%
Pos/NegAlcohExp.
R/A/Li/Soc

.11

.11

0.09

0.341

SP/CB

-0.02

0.08

-0.02

0.828

Sex

0.08

0.06

0.09

0.227

TR

-0.04

-0.04

0.607

0.07

Drinking Motives
Social

0.23

0.09

0.28

0.017

Coping

-0.03

0.11

-0.03

0.785

Enhan.

0.22

0.12

0.24

0.066

Conform

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.985

Step 2

37.0%

Pos/NegAlcohExp.
R/A/Li/Soc 0.09

0.11

0.08

0.434

SP/CB

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.974

Sex

0.09

0.06

0.10

0.184

TR

-0.06

0.07

-0.06

0.396

Social

0.17

0.09

0.21

0.075

Coping

-0.04

0.11

-0.04

0.740

Enhan.

0.16

0.12

0.17

0.184

Conform

-0.01

0.09

-0.01

0.915

0.02

0.09

0.02

Drinking Motives

Peer Modeling
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Descriptive Norms
WSU Student
Best Friends

-0.02

0.02

-0.05

0.383

0.03

0.03

0.10

0.227

Injunctive Norms
Friends

0.07

0.08

0.07

0.384

Parents

0.16

0.08

0.13

0.048

Parental Monitoring
0.10
0.09
-0.06
0.248
______________________________________________________________________________
Note.Δr2=5%, F=3.07, df=(6,234), p<0.05
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Table 10
Hierarchical Multiple Linear Regression Analysis-Overall College Drinking Behavior with
Social and Cognitive Factors (n=250).
______________________________________________________________________________
Predictor

B

β

SEB

p

R²

______________________________________________________________________________
Step 1
51.0%
Pos/NegAlcohExp.
R/A/Li/Soc

0.43

0.20

0.19

0.0287

SP/CB

-0.25

0.15

-0.11

0.0896

Sex

0.05

0.11

0.03

0.6382

TR

0.10

0.13

0.05

0.4430

Social

0.70

0.17

0.42

<.0001

Coping

-0.10

0.20

-0.05

0.6134

Enhan.

0.47

0.21

0.25

0.0277

Conform

-0.07

0.16

-0.03

0.6504

Drinking Motives

Step 2

58.0%

Pos/NegAlcohExp.
R/A/Li/Soc 0.41

0.19

0.17

0.035

SP/CB

-0.23

0.14

- 0.10

0.102

Sex

0.06

0.11

0.03

0.575

TR

0.02

0.12

0.01

0.858

Social

0.49

0.16

0.30

0.002

Coping

-0.12

0.19

-0.06

0.541

Enhan.

0.31

0.20

0.16

0.132

Conform

-0.08

0.15

-0.04

0.602

0.35

0.16

0.14

Drinking Motives

Peer Modeling
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Descriptive Norms
WSU Student
Best Friends

-0.05

0.04

-0.06

0.14

0.04

0.20

0.210
0.003

Injunctive Norms
Friends

- 0.04

0.13

-0.02

0.764

Parents

0.32

0.13

0.13

0.017

Parental Monitoring
- 0.13
0.15
-0.01
0.832
______________________________________________________________________________
Note.Δr2 =8%, F=6.49, df=(6,234), p<0.025

Research Question 4: Do social factors (i.e., family and peer) mediate the relations
between cognitive factors and college drinking?
To determine if social factors (peer modeling, descriptive norms, injunctive norms and
parental monitoring) mediate the relations between cognitive factors (positive and negative
alcohol expectancies and drinking motives) and college drinking, Barron & Kenny’s (1984)
mediation analysis procedures using Multiple Linear Regression Analysis was used. Since
alcohol expectancies and drinking motives are each made up of 4 subscales, each subscale was
tested for mediation by each mediating variable. Descriptive and injunctive norms have 2
subscales each. Mediation for these variables was assumed to occur in parallel and thus both
subscales were tested together in one 4-step analysis. There were a total of eight separate
analyses conducted for the current study.

The total effect and direct effect of the cognitive

factor is reported in the tables. The indirect effect of the cognitive factor through the mediating
factor is also reported with Sobel’s test p-value to determine the statistical significance of the
mediation. If the indirect effect is equal to the total effect and Sobel’s test p-value is smaller
than 0.05, then full mediation is reported. If Sobel’s test p-value is smaller than 0.05 and the
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indirect effect is smaller than the total effect, then partial mediation is reported. If Sobel’s test
p-value is ≥ 0.05 then mediation does not exist between these factors.
The first analysis conducted was to determine if peer modeling mediated the relations
between college drinking and alcohol expectancies. Mediation of alcohol expectancies
(quantity/frequency of drinking subscale) was found for subscales sociability, sexuality, and
tension reduction (see Table 11.1). The effect of alcohol expectancies as measured by sociability
on quantity/frequency of drinking was 1.07 with 0.81 of that effect being directly due to
sociability and 0.28 due to the mediation through peer modeling (Sobel’s p-value = 0.008).
Similarly, the effect of alcohol expectancies as measured by sexuality was 0.36 with 0.23 due to
the sexuality subscale directly and 0.12 from the mediation with peer modeling (Sobel’s pvalue= 0.045). Alcohol expectancies effect on drinking behavior was found to be mediated for
sociability through peer modeling (total effect=0.35, indirect effect=0.09; Sobel’s test pvalue=0.019). Peer modeling did not mediate the effect of alcohol expectancies on drinking
behavior for any of the other subscales (self-perception, sexuality, or tension reduction).
The second analysis conducted was to determine if descriptive norms mediate the
relations between college drinking and alcohol expectancies. Results indicated that descriptive
norms partially mediates alcohol expectancies (sociability subscale) with statistical significance
in the friends subscale (Sobel’s test p-value=0.001) but not typical WSU students (Sobel’s test pvalue=0.25). The total indirect effect is 0.36 of the total effect of 1.09 with the entire portion of
the indirect effect due to the friends subscale.

All other subscales were not mediated by

descriptive norms (self-perception, sexuality, and tension reduction). See Table 11.2 for the
detailed results. Similar results are found with the drinking behavior outcome. The only
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mediated subscale was sociability by friends subscale of descriptive norms (Sobel’s test pvalue=0.002) with the indirect effect being 0.12 of the total effect of 0.35.
The next analysis conducted was to examine whether injunctive norms mediate the
relationship between college drinking and alcohol expectancies. Alcohol expectancies effect on
drinking quantity and frequency subscale was found to be partially mediated by injunctive
norms. The subscales partially mediated by injunctive norms are sociability and self-perception
and these subscales are mediated by the injunctive norm friends’ subscale and are not mediated
by the parents subscale. Sociability is mediated by an indirect effect of 0.27 by friends norms
compared to the sociability total effect of 1.09 (Sobel’s test p-value=0.004). Self-perception was
mediated by an indirect effect of -0.16 by friends norms compared to the total effect of -0.58
(Sobel’s test p-value=0.01). Alcohol expectancies effect on drinking behavior is mediated by
injunctive norms on the same subscales as was found on drinking quantity and frequency. (See
Table 11.3)
Another analysis was conducted to determine if parental monitoring mediates the
relations between college drinking and alcohol expectancies. Results determined that alcohol
expectancieswere not mediated by parental monitoring on any subscale. (See Table 11.4). All
indirect effects on all subscales are nearly zero and Sobel’s test p-values range from 0.22 to 0.59.
Analysis was conducted to determine if peer modeling mediates the relations between
college drinking and drinking motives. Drinking motives is made up of four subscales; social,
coping, enhancement, and conformity. The effect of drinking motives on drinking quantity and
frequency as mediated by peer modeling is reported in Table 11.5. Out of the four subscales,
social drinking motives is mediated by peer modeling with the indirect effect of 0.19 out of the
total effect size of 0.92 (Sobel’s test p-value=0.002). The other subscales were not found to be
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mediated by peer modeling. Drinking motives effect on drinking behavior was not modified by
peer modeling on any of subscales.
Analysis was conducted to examine whether descriptive norms mediates the relations
between college drinking and drinking motives. Results determined that partial mediation by
descriptive norms was found. The social subscale was partially mediated by the friends subscale
for descriptive norms. The total effect of the social subscale was 0.92 and the indirect effect of
friends on the social subscale was 0.18 (Sobel’s test p-value=0.004). Descriptive norms were not
found to mediate any other subscales effect on drinking quantity and frequency. Drinking
behavior has the same results with the social subscale being mediated by an indirect effect of
0.05 by friends descriptive norms on the total effect size of 0.28 (Sobel’s test p-value = 0.04).
The other subscales were not mediated by the descriptive norms. (See Table 11.6)
Analysis was done to determine whether injunctive norms mediate the relations between
college drinking and drinking motives. Results determined that injunctive norms were found to
mediate drinking motives on the drinking quantity and frequency subscale but not on drinking
behavior subscale. The social subscale was mediated by the friends injunctive norms with an
indirect effect of 0.09 of the total effect of 0.92 (Sobel’s test p-value=0.049) for drinking
quantity and frequency. Injunctive norms did not mediate any other subscales on drinking
quantity and frequency. (See Table 11.7)
The last analysis conducted was to determine whether parental monitoring mediates the
relations between college drinking and drinking motives.

Results indicated that parental

monitoring was not found to mediate the effect of drinking motives on alcohol expectancies
(quantity/frequency nor drinking behavior subscales) (See Table 11.8). Sobel’s test p-values for
each set of analyses range from 0.98 to 0.55.
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Table 11.1
Mediation Analysis
College Drinking and Alcohol Expectancies as Mediated by Peer Modeling
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Criterion
Mediator
Predictor
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
p
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Quant/Freq
Peer Modeling Alcohol Exp.
Scale #1
1.07
0.81
0.28
0.008**

Drinking Beh

Peer Modeling

Scale#2

-0.58

-0.43

-0.15

0.053

Scale#3

0.36

0.23

0.12

0.045*

Scale#4

0.14

-0.00

0.14

0.040*

0.35

0.26

0.09

0.019*

Scale#2

-0.14

-0.09

-0.05

0.071

Scale#3

0.20

0.16

0.04

0.063

Scale#4

-0.03

-0.08

-0.05

0.062

Alcohol Exp.
Scale#1

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05; p is from Sobel’s test.
Alcohol Expectancies Scale #1=Sociability/Liquid Courage/Risk Taking/Aggression; Scale#2=SelfPerception/Social & Cognitive Impairments; Scale#3=Sexuality; Scale#4=Tension Reduction.
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Table 11.2
Mediation Analysis
College Drinking and Alcohol Expectancies as Mediated by Descriptive Norms
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Criterion
Mediator
Predictor
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
p
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Quant/Freq
Descrip. Norms
Alcohol Exp.
Scale #1

1.09

0.73

0.36 (Tot)
-.07 (WSU)
0.250
0.43 (Friend) 0.001***

Scale#2

-0.58

-0.45

-0.13 (Tot)
0.02 (WSU)
-0.14 (Friend)

0.430
0.100

0.11 (Tot)
0.0 (WSU)
0.11 (Friend)

0.880
0.120

0.02 (Tot)
0.00 (WSU)
0.01 (Friend)

0.770
0.860

Scale#3

Scale#4

0.36

0.14

0.25

0.12

Drinking Beh
Descrip. Norms

Alcohol Exp.
Scale#1

0.35

0.24

0.012 (Tot)
-0.04 (WSU) 0.300
0.15 (Friend) 0.002**

Scale#2

-0.14

-0.09

-0.04 (Tot)
0.01 (WSU) 0.470
-0.500 (Friend) 0.120

Scale#3

0.20

0.16

0.04 (Tot)
0.00 (WSU) 0.890
0.04 (Friend) 0.130

Scale#4

-0.03

-0.04

-0.01 (Tot)
0.00 (WSU) 0.770
0.01 (Friend)0.860

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05; p is from Sobel’s test.
Alcohol Expectancies Scale #1=Sociability/Liquid Courage/Risk Taking/Aggression; Scale#2=SelfPerception/Social & Cognitive Impairments; Scale#3=Sexuality; Scale#4=Tension Reduction.
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Table 11.3
Mediation Analysis
College Drinking and Alcohol Expectancies as Mediated by Injunctive Norms
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Criterion
Mediator
Predictor
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
p
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Quant/Freq
Descrip. Norms
Alcohol Exp.
Scale #1

Scale#2

Scale#3

Scale#4

1.09

-0.58

0.36

0.14

0.73

-0.36

0.31

0.01

0.36 (Tot)
0.09 (Parents)
0.27 (Friends)

0.130
0.004**

-0.22 (Tot)
-0.06 (Parents)
-0.16 (Friend)

0.150
0.010*

0.05 (Tot)
0.03 (Parents)
0.02 (Friend)

0.370
0.590

0.13 (Tot)
0.05 (Parents)
0.08 (Friend)

0.200
0.090

0.16 (Tot)
0.04 (Parents)
0.11 (Friend)

0.130
0.001***

Drinking Beh
Descrip. Norms

Alcohol Exp.
Scale#1

0.35

0.20

Scale#2

-0.14

-0.04

-0.10 (Tot)
-0.03 (Parents) 0.150
-0.07 (Friend)
0.020*

Scale#3

0.20

0.18

0.02 (Tot)
0.01 (WSU) 0.370
0.01 (Friend) 0.600

Scale#4

-0.03

-0.09

0.06 (Tot)
0.02 (Parents) 0.200
0.03 (Friend) 0.110

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05; p is from Sobel’s test.
Alcohol Expectancies Scale #1=Sociability/Liquid Courage/Risk Taking/Aggression; Scale#2=SelfPerception/Social & Cognitive Impairments; Scale#3=Sexuality; Scale#4=Tension Reduction.
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Table 11.4
Mediation Analysis
College Drinking and Alcohol Expectancies as Mediated by Parental Monitoring
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Criterion
Mediator
Predictor
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
p
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Quant/Freq
Parental Mon.
Alcohol Exp.
Scale #1

1.09

1.07

0.01

0.590

Scale#2

-0.58

-0.59

0.01

0.580

Scale#3

0.36

0.34

0.02

0.340

Scale#4

0.14

0.16

-0.02

0.330

Scale#1

0.35

0.34

0.01

0.540

Scale#2

-0.14

-0.15

0.01

0.520

Scale#3

0.20

0.19

0.02

0.230

Drinking Beh
Parental Mon.

Alcohol Exp.

Scale#4
-0.03
-0.01
-0.02
0.220
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05; p is from Sobel’s test.
Alcohol Expectancies Scale #1=Sociability/Liquid Courage/Risk Taking/Aggression; Scale#2=SelfPerception/Social & Cognitive Impairments; Scale#3=Sexuality; Scale#4=Tension Reduction.
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Table 11.5
Mediation Analysis
College Drinking and Drinking Motives as Mediated by Peer Modeling
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Criterion
Mediator
Predictor
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
p
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Quant/Freq
Peer Modeling.
Drinking Motives
Scale #1

0.92

0.73

0.19

0.002**

Scale#2

-0.08

-0.06

-0.01

0.830

Scale#3

0.45

0.35

0.10

0.150

Scale#4

-0.14

-0.12

-0.02

0.700

Scale#1

0.28

0.24

0.04

0.110

Scale#2

-0.03

-0.02

-0.00

0.850

Scale#3

0.23

0.21

0.02

0.280

Scale#4

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.740

Drinking Beh
Peer Modeling.

Drinking Motives

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05; p is from Sobel’s test.
Drinking Motives Scale #1=Social; Scale#2=Coping; Scale#3=Enhancement; Scale#4=Conformity.
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Table 11.6
Mediation Analysis
College Drinking and Drinking Motives as Mediated by Descriptive Norms
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Criterion
Mediator
Predictor
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
p
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Quant/Freq
Descriptive Norms Drinking Motives
Scale #1

0.92

0.75

0.17 (Tot)
-0.01 (WSU) 0.780
0.18 (Friend) 0.004**

Scale#2

-0.08

-0.12

0.05 (Tot)
-0.01 (WSU) 0.790
0.05 (Friends) 0.450

Scale#3

0.45

0.36

0.09 (Tot)
0.00 (WSU) 0.950
0.09 (Friends) 0.210

Scale#4

-0.14

-0.13

-0.01 (Tot)
0.0 (WSU) 0.850
-0.01 (Friends) 0.800

Scale#1

0.28

0.23

0.05 (Tot)
-0.00 (WSU) 0.660
0.05 (Friends) 0.040*

Scale#2

-0.03

-0.04

0.01 (Tot)
-0.01 (WSU) 0.670
0.02 (Friends) 0.490

Scale#3

0.23

0.20

0.03 (Tot)
0.00 (WSU) 0.780
0.00 (Friends) 0.810

Scale#4

0.00

Drinking Beh
Descriptive Norms Drinking Motives

0.00 (Tot)
0.00 (WSU) 0.780
0.00 (Friends) 0.810

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05; p is from Sobel’s test.
Drinking Motives Scale #1=Social; Scale#2=Coping; Scale#3=Enhancement; Scale#4=Conformity.
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Table 11.7
Mediation Analysis
College Drinking and Drinking Motives as Mediated by Injunctive Norms
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Criterion
Mediator
Predictor
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
p
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Quant/Freq
Injunctive Norms Drinking Motives
Scale #1

0.92

0.79

0.13 (Tot)
0.04 (Parents)
0.09 (Friend)

0.190
0.049*

Scale#2

-0.08

-0.08

0.00 (Tot)
0.01 (Parents) 0.790
-0.01 (Friends) 0.450

Scale#3

0.45

0.36

0.12 (Tot)
0.04 (Parents)
0.09 (Friends)

Scale#4

-0.14

-0.14

0.300
0.110

-0.00 (Tot)
0.00 (Parents)
-0.01 (Friends)

0.970
0.950

Drinking Beh
Injunctive Norms Drinking Motives
Scale#1

0.28

0.22

0.06 (Tot)
0.03 (Parents) 0.170
0.03 (Friends) 0.120

Scale#2

-0.03

-0.03

0.00 (Tot)
0.00 (Parents)
0.00 (Friends)

0.780
0.840

0.06 (Tot)
0.02 (Parents)
0.03 (Friends)

0.290
0.190

0.00 (Tot)
0.00 (Parents)
0.00 (Friends)

0.970
0.960

Scale#3

Scale#4

0.23

0.00

0.17

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05; p is from Sobel’s test.
Drinking Motives Scale #1=Social; Scale#2=Coping; Scale#3=Enhancement; Scale#4=Conformity.
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Table 11.8
Mediation Analysis
College Drinking and Drinking Motives as Mediated by Parental Monitoring
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Criterion
Mediator
Predictor
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
p
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Quant/Freq
Parental Mon.
Drinking Motives
Scale #1

0.92

0.92

0.00

0.880

Scale#2

-0.08

-0.09

0.01

0.640

Scale#3

0.45

0435

0.00

0.980

Scale#4

-0.14

-0.15

-0.01

0.600

Scale#1

0.28

0.28

0.00

0.870

Scale#2

-0.03

-0.04

0.01

0.590

Scale#3

0.23

0.23

0.00

0.980

Scale#4

0.00

-0.01

0.01

0.550

Drinking Beh
Parental Mon.

Drinking Motives

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05; p is from Sobel’s test.
Drinking Motives Scale #1=Social; Scale#2=Coping; Scale#3=Enhancement; Scale#4=Conformity.

Research Question 5: Do these patterns vary for each gender?
For each variable of interest the frequency, mean, standard deviation, median, minimum,
and maximum were calculated and reported by gender. Comparisons of the male and female
distributions of each variable were made using a Wilcoxon rank test and the p-values are
reported. The rank test was used because the majority of the variables were not normally
distributed and were right skewed which violate the assumptions necessary to use a t-test for

vii

70

these comparisons (See Table 12). Results indicated that there were no significant differences
between gender among any of the variables.
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Table 12
Gender Distributions Among Variables
Variable

Gender

Alcohol Exp:
Sociability/LC/RA
Alcohol Exp: Self
Perception/Cog/Beh
Impair

Male
Female
Male
Female

108
142
108
142

2.64
2.76
2.38
2.54

Male
Female
Male

108
142
108

2.15
2.3
2.38

1
1.08
0.97

Female
Male
Female
Male

142
108
142
108

2.46
1.7
1.6
1.95

Female
Male

142
108

Female
Male

Alcohol Exp: Sexuality
Alcohol Exp: Tension
Reduction
Drinking Motives:
Conformity
Drinking Motives:
Coping
Drinking Motives:
Enhancement
Drinking Motives:
Social
Drinking Norms: Best
Friends
Drinking Norms: WSU
Student
Drinking Norms: Self
Peer Modeling
Parental Monitoring
Injunctive Norms:
Friends
Injunctive Norms:
Parents

N

Mean

Std
Median
Dev
0.88
2.86
0.86
3
0.87
2.5
0.87
2.5

Minimum

Maximum

pvalue

1
1
1
1

4
0.3098
5
4
5 0.1754

2
2.5
2.5

1
1
1

1
0.92
0.77
1.04

2.5
1.2
1.2
1.6

1
1
1
1

1.84
2.14

0.85
1.1

1.8
2

1
1

142
108

2.14
2.56

1.01
1.32

2
2.4

1
1

Female
Male

142
108

2.66
8.85

1.3
9.12

2.7
6.5

1
0.5

Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female

142
108
142
108
142
108
142
108
142
108
142
108
142

6.9
12.5
11.84
5.36
3.53
2.37
2.49
3.35
3.69
2.29
2.11
1.44
1.48

6.51
9.83
7.78
6.83
4.4
0.84
0.8
0.94
0.79
1.21
0.95
0.72
0.71

5.5
10
11
2.5
2
2.5
2.5
3.33
3.67
2.13
2
1
1

0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
1
1
1.44
1.56
1
1
1
1

4
0.2812
5
4
0.4945
5
4.8
0.6034
4
5
0.8019
4.4
5
0.875
4.6
5
0.5593
5
39
0.325
38
55
0.9549
46
39
0.1213
22
4
0.3936
4
5
0.3842
5
5.75
0.4886
5.75
4
0.4712
5.75
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Chapter 5
Discussion
The population selected for this study, college students aged 18-25, are an important
demographic to research due to the fact that they fall into a distinct developmental stage known
as emerging adulthood. During this stage individuals are faced with a unique set of social,
educational and familial challenges. In addition, the adoption of certain risk taking behaviors,
such as alcohol consumption, is also common during this time frame as individuals experience
more freedom from parental constraints. As mentioned in previous chapters, studies conducted
by the National Institute of Health confirm that alcohol consumption on college campuses is a
matter of national concern, with an increase in incidences of alcohol related injuries, accidents,
and deaths being reported. While a number of studies have researched the different factors that
contribute to increased alcohol consumption on college campuses, few studies have examined
the role of both social and cognitive variables, separately and combined, within an ecological
framework, and whether these variables differ by gender.
Overall, the current study supported most of the previously stated hypotheses. In regard
to hypotheses 1-3, it was found that both social and cognitive variables, when examined
separately and together, contributed to a portion of the variance in college drinking. In regard to
hypothesis 4, it was found that certain social variables do in fact mediate the relationship
between cognitive variables and college drinking, in part, while others were not found to be
significant (no mediation). Lastly, hypothesis 5 was disproven, with no significant differences
between gender among any of the variables. Each hypothesis is discussed in more detail next.
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Research Question 1: What are the individual contributions of social variables (peer
modeling, descriptive norms, injunctive norms, parental monitoring) in explaining variance
in college drinking?
It was expected that social factors would explain a significant proportion of variance in
college drinking. Specifically it was expected that participants that endorsed higher levels of
peer modeling, perceptions of increased peer alcohol consumption (descriptive norms),
acceptability of their drinking behaviors by peers and/or parents (injunctive norms) and
decreased parental monitoring would report increased drinking.

Results from this analysis

indicated that a significant proportion of the variance can be explained by social factors. When
examining quantity and frequency of alcohol consumption, it was found that peer modeling,
students’ perceptions of their best friends’ alcohol consumption (descriptive norms), and
students’ perceptions of their parents approval of alcohol consumption (injunctive norms) were
significant. When examining drinking behaviors, it was found that students’ perceptions of their
best friends’ alcohol consumption (descriptive norms), and students’ perceptions of their parents
approval of alcohol consumption (injunctive norms) were significant.
In regard to quantity and frequency of alcohol consumption, students who reported that
their peer group drank either “on a regular basis” or “from time-to-time” were more likely to
report an increase in drinking. This correlates with the previous research discussed in chapter 2,
which has found that peers serve as the most salient models due to the fact that they are the most
proximal sources. College students, especially those that live on-campus, spend the majority of
their time with peers in classrooms, dorms and socializing on campus. It seems likely that if
those that one spends the most time with are engaging in alcohol consumption, one would be
more inclined to engage in these behaviors as well.
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When examining both quantity and frequency of alcohol consumption and drinking
behaviors, it was found that students that reported that their best friends’ drink during the week
and/or weekends were more likely to report alcohol consumption and alcohol related problem
behaviors, and those that reported that that their parents would most likely approve of them
engaging in drinking were more likely to engage in alcohol consumption and endorse alcohol
related problem behaviors. In other words, if a student perceives that their closest friends are
drinking alcohol during the week and/or weekends they are more likely to engage in alcohol
consumption as well. As mentioned previously, peers serve as salient models, and an individual
who spends the majority of time with close friends is more likely to adopt behaviors displayed by
these friends.

Also, if an individual perceives their friends’ alcohol use to be significant

(whether accurate or not) it seems plausible that they will use this to justify their own alcohol
consumption.
Research Question 2: What are the individual contributions of cognitive variables
(positive/negative outcome expectancies, drinking norms) in explaining college drinking?
It was expected that cognitive variables would explain a significant amount of variance in
college drinking. More specifically, it was suggested that individuals who endorse high positive
alcohol expectancies (i.e., sociability, sexuality and tension reduction subscales) and low
negative alcohol expectancies (cognitive and behavioral impairments) would demonstrate an
increase in alcohol consumption. It was also suggested that students who endorsed drinking
motives (social, coping, enhancement and conformity subscales) would report increased alcohol
consumption in both amount/frequency and problem behaviors.
Results found significant positive relations between positive alcohol expectancies and
frequency/amount of alcohol consumption, however, this was found only for the social subscale.
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In other words, individuals who reported that they consumed alcohol because it enhanced their
social functioning or made them more courageous were more likely to report a greater
amount/frequency of alcohol consumption. There were no significant findings, however, that
suggested that individuals who endorsed low negative alcohol expectancies reported increased
alcohol consumption. Results also indicated a significant relation between drinking motives
(social and enhancement) and quantity/frequency of alcohol consumption. This suggests that
students that report that they are more likely to consume alcohol because it helps them to be
more social during parties/activities and/or helps to improve their performance consume more
alcohol. This also reveals that sociability/social factors represent an important underlying theme
in college student alcohol consumption. It is possible that students associate drinking behaviors
with social activities, as most parties and social gatherings off college campuses usually involve
some form of alcohol.
Research Question 3: What are the combined contributions of peer, family, and
cognitive factors in explaining variance in college drinking?
It was predicted that the combined contributions of social and cognitive variables would
explain more of the variance in college drinking than either social or cognitive variables alone.
Social factors included peer modeling, descriptive norms, injunctive norms, and parental
monitoring. Cognitive factors included positive and negative alcohol expectancies and drinking
motives. In terms of conceptualizing these factors in an ecological framework, the cognitive
factors, which are intrapersonal, represent the self microsystem, while the social factors, which
are interpersonal, represent the peer and family microsystems.
When examining both frequency/quantity of alcohol consumption and drinking related
problem behaviors, results suggest that the combined contributions do in fact explain a
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significantly greater percentage of the variance than either factors alone. Results determined that
specific subscales (alcohol expectancies sociability subscale and drinking motives social and
enhancement subscales) that were found to be significant when examining cognitive factors
alone were no longer significant with the addition of social factors. This suggests a certain
amount of shared variance among these variables.

Specifically, the alcohol expectancies

sociability subscale, while moderately significant when considered individually, was not found
to be significant when combined with social factors.

Similarly, the drinking motives

enhancement subscale, while considered moderately significant alone, was not found to be
significant when combined with social factors. Also, the drinking motives social subscale, while
strongly significant when examining cognitive factors independently, was not considered
significant when combined with social factors. As mentioned previously, the addition of such
social variables as peer modeling and descriptive and injunctive norms likely results in an
overlap of variance between social and cognitive variables.
Also, it is important to note that while the change in R² was only 8%, when examining
this amount of change in the context of developmental psychology research it is considered to be
a relatively large amount.
Research Question 4: Do social factors (i.e., family and peer) mediate the relations
between cognitive factors and college drinking?
It was predicted that social factors (peer modeling, descriptive norms, injunctive norms,
parental monitoring) would mediate the relations between cognitive factors (alcohol expectancies
and drinking motives) and college drinking. In other words, it was predicted that specific social
factors would help to clarify and/or identify the underlying process of how cognitive factors may
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influence college drinking. Results indicated significant mediation in 6 out of the 8 analyses
conducted.
In the first analysis, which examined peer modeling as a mediator, partial mediation was
detected between alcohol expectancies (sociability, tension reduction, and sexuality subscales)
and college drinking. Partial mediation indicates that social factors account for some, but not all,
of the relationship between alcohol expectancies and college drinking. This suggests that peer
modeling serves as important factor in clarifying the relations between college drinking and
alcohol expectancies. In other words, students that report that their peer groups engage in
drinking behaviors (which serves as a platform for social modeling) are more likely to endorse
positive alcohol expectancies, which in turn can lead to an increase in drinking. This seems
logical, as the more a student surrounds themselves with friends that consume alcohol in social
settings, the more likely they would be to develop the expectation that alcohol serves as a social
lubricant and engage in alcohol consumption.
The next analysis examined descriptive norms (college students’ perceptions of peer
drinking) as a mediator between the relations of college drinking and alcohol expectancies.
Descriptive norms were comprised of two subscales; students’ perceptions of other WSU
students drinking and students’ perceptions of their best friend’s drinking. Results indicated
partial mediation between alcohol expectancies (sociability subscale) and drinking behavior, but
only when examining students’ best friend’s drinking. This suggests that students who report
their best friend’s drink alcohol during the week and/or weekend were more likely to report
positive alcohol expectancies. Students are more apt to be influenced by close friends with
whom they have more intimate relationships and spend more time, and if these friends are
engaging in alcohol consumption during social gatherings, it would make sense that an
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individual would adopt the expectation that alcohol increases one’s ability to socialize and have a
good time.
The third analysis examined injunctive norms (college students’ perceived acceptability
of drinking behaviors by their peer group and/or parents) as a mediator between college drinking
and alcohol expectancies. Results indicated that partial mediation occurred between college
drinking and alcohol expectancies (sociability and cognitive/behavior impairments subscales),
but only when examining students’ best friend’s drinking. Results also indicated a positive
relation between alcohol expectancies and college drinking for the social subscale, and a
negative relation between alcohol expectancies (cognitive/behavioral impairment subscale) and
college drinking. This suggests that students that perceive approval of their drinking by peers
and parents were more likely to display positive alcohol expectancies such as sociability and less
likely to endorse negative alcohol expectancies. Its seems reasonable that if an individual
perceives that their parents would support and even approve of their decision to drink they are
more likely to expect that alcohol would increase their chances of having fun at a social event
(positive alcohol expectancies), and be less likely to feel that alcohol may cause them to feel sick
or hinder their judgment (negative alcohol expectancies).
The forth analysis examined parental monitoring (in high school) as a mediator between
college drinking and alcohol expectancies. Contrary to what was expected, results indicated that
no mediation occurred in this analysis. One reason this may have occurred is because students
were reporting on parental monitoring retrospectively, and may not have reported accurately. It
is also possible that there is too much of a time delay to demonstrate a significant association. It
may also be likely that parental monitoring in high school, such as parents knowing their child’s
whereabouts and who they spent their time with, may not impact how one perceives alcohol once
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they are in college. College students are met with increased freedom and the ability to make
their own decisions without as much parental interference as when they were in high school.
Exposure to new peer groups and different social situations can change how one thinks. An
individual who may have originally believed that drinking alcohol would result in losing control
or other negative consequences may, over time, begin to believe that alcohol would increase the
ease with which they communicated with others, or make parties more enjoyable.
The fifth analysis examined peer modeling as a mediator between college drinking and
drinking motives. Results determined a partial mediation between college drinking and drinking
motives (social subscale). This suggests that when an individual is exposed to other peers that
engage in drinking behaviors they are more likely to endorse social drinking motives (i.e.,
drinking to celebrate or enhance one’s social confidence).

As most drinking on college

campuses occurs during parties, it makes sense that individuals’ that are surrounded by peers that
are engaged in drinking behaviors would be motivated by social factors.
The sixth analysis determined whether descriptive norms mediated the relations between
college drinking and drinking motives. Results determined that partial mediation was found
between college drinking and drinking motives (social subscale), but only for the descriptive
norms best friends subscale. This suggests that students that report that their best friend’s drink
alcohol during the week and/or weekend were more likely to endorse social drinking motives. It
would then stand to reason that college students that perceive their best friends’ alcohol
consumption to be mild or greater would be more likely to be motivated by social factors, such
as having fun with peers at a party or making new friends.
The seventh analysis examined injunctive norms as a mediator between college drinking
and drinking motives. Results indicated that partial mediation did occurred between college
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drinking and drinking motives (social subscale), but only for the descriptive norms friends
subscale. As mentioned previously, if an individual perceives that their friends approve of them
engaging in drinking behavior, it seems likely that they too would engage in drinking behaviors
for social reasons.
The eighth and final analysis examined parental monitoring (in high school) as a
mediator between college drinking and drinking motives. Results indicated that no mediation
occurred. As mentioned previously, due to the fact that parental monitoring was measured
retrospectively results may not have been reported accurately.

Also, due to increased

independence and decreased supervision it is possible that one’s motivation to engage in alcohol
consumption for social reasons may develop over time with exposure to social modeling.
Overall, it appears that most social factors did mediate the relations between cognitive
factors and college drinking, particularly when social subscales were present. Specifically,
results indicate that for both alcohol expectancies and drinking motives the social subscales
appear to play a significant role in college drinking. Also, when considering descriptive norms it
appears that considering students’ best friend’s alcohol consumption is more important than the
alcohol consumption of a typical WSU college student. Similarly, when considering injunctive
norms it was found that student’s friends’ perceived approval of drinking was more significant
than parents’ perceived approval. Parental monitoring did not appear to mediate the relation
between cognitive factors and college drinking.
Research Question 5: Do these patterns vary for each gender?
It was predicted that there would be gender differences among both social and cognitive
variables. Contrary to what was expected, results indicated that no significant gender differences
were found among variables. This was a surprising find, considering that previous research has
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found that males consume more alcohol, and subsequently experience more alcohol related
behavior problems, than do females (e.g., Geisner et al., 2004; Weschler et al, 1979). One
explanation may be that college students tend to spend more time co-mingling with both samesex and opposite-sex peers, whether it be on-campus during lectures or off-campus during their
free-time. This would allow for an individual to have a more diverse reference group for
modeling certain behaviors, such as alcohol consumption.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
There are several limitations to this study that should be recognized.

First, all

measurements utilized in this study were self-report questionnaires which have the potential to
create bias in responses. Future research could focus on different methods of data collection,
along with incorporating parents’ and friends’ perceptions of college student drinking behaviors
in order to obtain a more comprehensive set of information utilizing multiple informants.
Second, all participants in the current study were enrolled at a large, urban commuter
university in the Midwest. This makes it difficult to generalize the results from this study to
other universities that may be different in size (large vs. small), geographical location (urban vs.
rural), or student living (commuter vs. residing on campus). Future research could attempt to
sample students from different universities in order to get a more comprehensive understanding
of drinking behaviors across different college campuses.
Third, when examining gender differences in the current sample it is important to note
that a rank test was used because the majority of the variables were not normally distributed and
were right skewed, which violate the assumptions necessary to use a t-test for these comparisons.
Therefore, these results should be interpreted with caution.
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Fourth, a large number of participants in the current study reported either no alcohol
consumption or significant alcohol consumption, with very few participants falling in between
these two extremes, making it difficult to generalize the results. Future research could attempt to
obtain a sample of students that are more diverse in their drinking behaviors.
Conclusions
Results from this study underscore the importance of social and cognitive factors when
examining college drinking. When examining social factors it is evident that peer modeling,
descriptive norms (best friends subscale) and injunctive norms (parents subscale) are significant
factors in college student drinking (quantity/frequency and problem behavior subscales). Upon
examining cognitive factors it appears that positive alcohol expectancies (social subscale) and
drinking motives (social and enhancement subscales) also play an important role in college
student drinking. It was determined that gender differences among social and cognitive variables
did not exist.
As alcohol related injuries and deaths in college students are steadily increasing, it is
important for administrators at the university level to understand the various factors that
potentially contribute or strengthen drinking behaviors among college students. In bringing
awareness to these underlying factors, universities will be more successful in implementing
prevention and/or intervention programs that target alcohol use by students. By understanding
the specific social and cognitive factors that impact one’s decision to drink, universities will be
better prepared to handle the current wide spread rise in college drinking.
Results from this study may also prove beneficial to high school administrators, as risk
taking behaviors such as alcohol consumption often begin prior to college.
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prevention programs based on specific social and cognitive factors that have been identified as
significant in college drinking may also be beneficial for youth identified as being at risk.
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APPENDIX C
Instruments

STUDENT ALCOHOL QUESTIONNAIRE (SAQ)
INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the number which applies to you for each question.
1. Gender:
1. Male
2. Female
2. Age (write in) _______________
3. Major:
1. Social Science
2. Arts and Humanities
3. Psychology
4. Engineering
5. Other (write in)__________________
4. Year in School
1. Freshman
2. Sophomore
3. Junior
4. Senior
5. Graduate
6. Other
5. GPA
1. 4.0
2. 3.5
3. 3.0
4. 2.5
5. 2.0
6. Under 2.0
6. Ethnicity
1. African American
2. Caucasian
3. Asian/Pacific Islander
4. Hispanic
5. Middle Eastern
6. Hindu
7. Other (write in)_________________________
7. Religion
vii
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1. Catholic
2. Jewish
3. Orthodox
4. Muslim
5. Protestant
6. Baptist
7. Other (write in)______________________
8. How important is your religion to you?
1. Very Important
2. Moderately Important
3. Mildly Important
4. Not Important
We would like to ask you about your drinking patterns. Please circle the number which
applies to you for each question.
8. Let’s take beer first. How often, on average, do you usually have a beer?
1. Every day
2. At least once a week but not every day
3. At least once a month but less than once a week
4. More than once a year but less than once a month
5. Once a year or less
9. When you drink beer, how much, on average, do you usually drink at any one time?
1. More than one 6-pack (6 or more cans or tavern glasses)
2. 5 or 6 cans of beer or tavern glasses
3. 3 or 4 cans of beer or tavern glasses
4. 1 or 2 cans of beer or tavern glasses
5. Less than 1 can of beer or tavern glass/none
10. Now let’s look at wine. How often do you usually have wine?
1. Every day
2. At least once a week but not every day
3. At least once a month but less than once a week
4. More than once a year but less than once a month
5. Once a year or less
11. When you drink wine, how much, on the average, do you usually drink at any one time?
1. Over 6 glasses
2. 5 or 6 glasses
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3. 3 or 4 glasses
4. 1 or 2 glasses
5. Less than 1 glass/none
12. Next we would like to ask you about liquor (whiskey, gin, vodka, mixed drinks, etc.). How
often do you usually drink liquor?
1. Every day
2. At least once a week but not every day
3. At least once a month but less than once a week
4. More than once a year but less than once a month
5. Once a year or less
13. When you drink liquor, how many drinks, on the average, do you usually drink at any one
time?
1. Over 6 glasses
2. 5 or 6 glasses
3. 3 or 4 glasses
4. 1 or 2 glasses
5. Less than 1 glass/none

The following are common results that other students have reported. Please put the
corresponding number from the scale below into the box next to each question.
1. At least once in the past two months and at least one additional time during the past
year.
2. At least once within the past two months but not during the rest of this past year.
3. Not during the past two months but at least once during the past year.
4. Has happened at least once in my life but not during the past year.
5. Has not happened to me.
15. Had a hangover
16. Gotten nauseated/vomited from drinking
17. Driven a car after having several drinks
18. Driven a car when you know you had too much to drink
19. Driven a car while drinking
20. Come to class after having several drinks
21. Cut class after several drinks
22. Missed a class because of a hangover
23. Arrested for a DUI (Driving Under the Influence)
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24. Been criticized by someone you were dating because of your drinking
25. Had trouble with the law because of drinking
26. Lost a job because of drinking
27. Received a lower grade because of drinking
28. Gotten into trouble with school administration because of behavior resulting
from drinking too much
29. Gotten into a fight after drinking
30. Thought you might have a problem
31. Damaged property, pulled a false alarm, or other such behavior after drinking
32. Participated in a drinking game

[
[
[
[

]
]
]
]

[
[
[
[
[

]
]
]
]
]

Brief Comprehensive Effects of Alcohol (B-CEOA)
Choose from DISAGREE TO AGREE depending on whether you expect the effect to happen
to you IF YOU WERE UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF ALCOHOL. These effects will vary,
depending on the amount of alcohol you typically consume. Check one answer for the four boxes
after each statement.
There are no right or wrong answers.
1. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to enjoy sex more.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
2. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to be courageous.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
3. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to feel calm.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
4. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to be a better lover.
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1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
5. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to act sociable.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
6. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to talk to people more easily.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
7. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to feel peaceful.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
8. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to be brave and daring.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
9. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to take risks.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
10. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to feel dizzy.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
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11. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to feel moody.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
12. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to be clumsy.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
13. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to be loud, boisterous, or noisy.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
14. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to act aggressively.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
15. After a few drinks of alcohol, I would be more likely to feel guilty.
1[ ]Disagree
2[ ]Slightly Disagree
3[ ]Slightly Agree
4[ ]Agree
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Drinking Motives Measure (Revised)
Instructions: Thinking of all the times you drink, how often would you say that you drink for
each of the following reasons?
Almost
Never/
Never

Some of
the Time

Half of
the Time

Most of
the Time

Almost
always/
Always

1. To forget you worries

1

2

3

4

5

2. Because your friends pressure you to drink

1

2

3

4

5

3. Because it helps you enjoy a party

1

2

3

4

5

4. Because it helps you when you feel depressed or Nervous

1

2

3

4

5

5. To be sociable

1

2

3

4

5

6. To cheer up when you are in a bad mood

1

2

3

4

5

7. Because you like the feeling

1

2

3

4

5

8. So that others won’t kid you about not drinking

1

2

3

4

5

9. Because it’s exciting

1

2

3

4

5

10. To get high

1

2

3

4

5

11. Because it makes social gatherings more fun

1

2

3

4

5

12. To fit in with a group you like

1

2

3

4

5

13. Because it gives you a pleasant feeling

1

2

3

4

5

14. Because it improves parties and celebrations

1

2

3

4

5

15. Because you feel more self-confident and sure of yourself

1

2

3

4

5

16. To celebrate a special occasion with friends

1

2

3

4

5

17. To forget about your problems

1

2

3

4

5

18. Because it’s fun

1

2

3

4

5

19. To be liked

1

2

3

4

5

20. So you won’t feel left out

1

2

3

4

5
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Peer Alcohol Related Behaviors (Peer Modeling)
Instructions: Please indicate your answer to the following two questions by placing a check in
the box that most accurately represents your answer.
None

Some

Most

All of them

About how many of your friends drink beer, wine or
liquor on a fairly regular basis?
About how many of your friends drink beer, wine or
liquor from time to time?

Drinking Norms Rating Form
1. Consider a typical week during the past month. Please fill in a number for each day
of the week indicating the typical number of drinks YOUusually consume on that day,
and the number of hours you usually drink on that day.
Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

Number
of Drinks
Number
of Hours

2. Consider a typical week during the past month. Please fill in a number for each day
of the week indicating the number of drinks a typical WAYNE STATE STUDENTOF
YOUR SAME SEX usually consumes on that day.
Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

Number
of Drinks

3. Consider a typical week during the past month. Please fill in a number for each day
of the week indicating the typical number of drinks YOUR BEST FRIENDS usually
consume on that day.
Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Number
of Drinks
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Perceived Norms Questionnaire
Instructions: Please place a check mark in the category that best represents your answers to the
following questions.
How would your FRIENDS respond if they knew:
Strong
Moderate
Mild
Wouldn’t Mild
Moderate Strong
Disapproval Disapproval Disapproval Care
Approval Approval Approval
You drank
alcohol
every
weekend?
You drank
alcohol
daily?
You drove a
car after
drinking?
You drank
enough to pass
out?
How would your PARENTS respond if they knew:
Strong
Moderate
Mild
Wouldn’t Mild
Moderate Strong
Disapproval Disapproval Disapproval Care
Approval Approval Approval
You drank
alcohol
every
weekend?
You drank
alcohol
daily?
You drove a
car after
drinking?
You drank
enough to pass
out?
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Parental Monitoring Questionnaire
Instructions: Please place a check mark in the appropriate category that indicates your answer
for the following questions.
I would like you to think back to when you were in high school. At that time did your
parents/guardian:
Never Almost
Never
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Know what you did in your free time?
Know who you had as friends during your free time?
Usually know what type of homework you had?
Know what you spend your money on?
Usually know when you had an exam or paper due
at school?
Know how you did in different subjects at school?
Know where you went when you were out with
friends at night?
Normally know where you went and what you did
after school?
Had your parents ever had no idea where you were
at night?
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ABSTRACT
GENDER DIFFERENCES IN COLLEG STUDENT DRINKING: THE
RELATIONS OF SOCIAL AND COGNITIVE CONSTRUCTS
by
Leah Terian
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Degree: Doctor of Philosophy
Emerging adulthood is an important developmental stage for individuals ages 18-25 and
can be categorized as a period of increased autonomy and identity exploration. It can also be a
time in which there is increased exploration of risk taking behaviors, such as alcohol
consumption. Current literature suggests that alcohol consumption is an increasing trend on
college campuses, with more college students experiencing negative consequences such as
alcohol related accidents, injury, and even death. The current study sought to examine the social
(peer modeling, descriptive norms, injunctive norms, and parental monitoring) and cognitive
(alcohol expectancies and drinking motives) factors that contribute to college drinking, in
addition to examining whether gender differences existed among these variables. Participants
for this study included 250 college students (108 males and 142 females), ranging in age from
18-25, enrolled at a large Midwestern university. The sample included various different ethnic
groups, including African American (n=59, 23.6%), Caucasian (n=112, 44.8%), Asian/Pacific
Islander (n=19, 7.6%), Hispanic (n=7, 2.8%), Middle Eastern (n=25, 10%), and Other (n=28,
11.2%). In regard to year in school the majority of the sample identified themselves as being
either a Junior (n=70, 38%) or Senior (n=62, 24.8%), and most participants reported a GPA of
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3.5 (n=89, 35.6%). Results from this study found that, for cognitive factors, the largest
contributions to college drinking were alcohol expectancies (sociability subscale) and drinking
motives (social subscale).

When examining social factors, results found that the largest

contributions were made by peer modeling, descriptive norms (best friend subscale) and
injunctive norms (parents subscale). The combination of both factors explained a greater portion
of the variance than did either factor alone. Surprisingly, no gender differences were found
among any of the variables studies.
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